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Part 1: The Declaration

DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

Sutton Brook Disposal Area
Tewksbury, Massachusetts
CERCLIS No. MAD980520696

A. STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area
Site (Site), in Tewksbury, Massachusetts, which was chosen in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended
{CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq., and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 C.F.R. Part 300 et seq., as
amended. The Director of the Office of Site Remediation and Restoration (OSRR) has been
delegated the authority to approve this Record of Decision.

This decision was based on the Administrative Record, which has been developed in accordance
with Section 113(k) of CERCLA, and which is available for review at the Tewksbury Public
Library and at the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Region | OSRR
Records Center in Boston, Massachusetts. The Administrative Record Index (Appendix E to the
ROD) identifies cach of the items comprising the Administrative Record upon which the
selection of the remedial action is based.

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection, as representative for the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, concurs with the Selected Remedy.

B. ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

The response action selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the public health or welfare or
the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the
environment.

C. DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This ROD sets forth the selected remedy for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site, which
involves the treatment of contaminated groundwater, the containment of groundwater, the
excavation and containment of contaminated soils and sediments, and the containment of landfill
waste, to prevent risks to potential future residents and facility workers and to protect terrestrial
and aquatic wildlife. The remedy also requires institutional controls to prevent exposure to
contaminated media prior to cleanup levels being achieved as well as to protect constructed
components of the remedy. The selected remedy is a comprehensive approach for this Site that
addresses all current and potential future risks caused by soil, groundwater, surface water and
sediment contamination. Specifically, this remedial action addresses contaminated soils in the

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetis September 2007
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Garage and Storage Area and the Former Drum Disposal Area, contaminated groundwater
throughout the Site outside of the landfill lobes, and surface water and sediments in Sutton Brook
directly between the landfill lobes. The remedial measures will ensure that: groundwater
throughout the Site will no longer present an unacceptable risk to future residents or future
facility workers via ingestion or inhalation and will be suitable for consumption; the soils at the
Site (Garage and Storage Area) will no longer present an unacceptable risk to future residents via
direct contact and will be suitable for unrestricted use; presumed risk from contact with landfill
waste will be eliminated; soils at the Site (Former Drum Disposal Area) will no longer be a
source of groundwater contamination; ongoing impacts to groundwater from landfill waste, will
be reduced or eliminated; and restoration of impacted brook sediments and surface water will
provide protection of ecological receptors.

The major components of this remedy are:

- Excavation of contaminated soils and sediments above site specific cleanup levels (soils
at the Garage and Storage Area and the Former Drum Disposal Area, and
contaminated sediments from Sutton Brook between the landfill lobes);

- Consolidation of excavated soils, sediments, and debris into the landfill;

- Construction of a multi-layer impermeable cap over the landfill lobes;

- Interception of groundwater from the southern lobe;

- A combination of collection and treatment and monitored natural attenuation for
contaminated groundwater;

- Institutional controls; and

- Long-term monitoring.

This is a comprehensive remedy. There are no Operable Units at this Site.

The selected response action addresses principal and low-level threat wastes at the Site by:
treating and containing groundwater to address principal threat wastes; containing landfill waste
to address principal threat wastes; and excavating and containing contaminated soils and
sediments to address principal and low-level threat wastes.

D. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal
and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action
(unless justified by a waiver), is cost-effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

This remedy also satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the
remedy (i.e., reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of materials comprising principal threats

through treatment).

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels that

Sutton Brocok Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
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allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure {and groundwater and/or land use restrictions
are necessary), a review will be conducted within five years after initiation of remedial action to
ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the
environment.

E. SPECIAL FINDINGS

Issuance of this ROD embodies specific determinations made by the Regional Administrator’s
delegee, the Director of the Office of Site Remediation and Restoration, pursuant to CERCLA
and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1344, that the remedy is the least damaging
practicable alternative for protecting aquatic ecosystems at the Site under the standards of 40
C.F.R. Part 230. Specifically, at the landfill lobes, EPA expects impacts to both wetlands and the
100-year floodplain. At the landfill lobes, EPA proposes capping the waste in place, and
excavating contaminated sediments between the landfill lobes which will result in extensive
disturbances to these already impacted wetlands. The potential need for replacement floodplain
storage capacity will be addressed during the design process and alteration of wetlands will be
addressed through mitigation measures. Due to the proximity of the landfill lobes to this wetland
area, as well as the existing sediment contamination, and the need to provide the proper slopes
for the landfill cap, EPA cannot identify a less damaging practicable alternative for the remedy
which would avoid impacts to the aquatic environment while adequately addressing site risks.

F. ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The following information is included in the Decision Summary section of this Record of
Decision. Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record file for this Site.

1. Chemicals of concern (COCs) and their respective concentrations
2. Baseline risk represented by the COCs
3. Cleanup levels established for COCs and the basis for the levels

4. Current and future land and ground-water use assumptions used in the baseline risk
assessment and ROD

5. Land and groundwater use that will be available at the Site as a result of the selected
remedy

6. Estimated capital, operation and maintenance (O&M), and total present worth costs;
discount rate; and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are

projected

7. Decisive factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
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8. The selected response action addresses principal and low-level threat wastes at the Site
by: treating and containing groundwater to address principal threat wastes; containing
landfill waste to address principal threat wastes; and excavating and containing
contaminated soils and sediments to address principal and low-level threat wastes.

G. AUTHORIZING SIGNATURE

This ROD documents the selected remedy for soils, groundwater, surface water and sediments at
the Sutton Brook Disposal Area. This remedy was selected by EPA with concurrence of the
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection.

Concur and recommended for immediate implementation:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

By:gm:’ O_&w {E Date: 7 27 Cr?
es T. Owens, III
irector

(Office of Site Remediation and Restoration
Region 1

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewkshury, Massachusetts September 2007
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A. SITE NAME, LOCATION AND BRIEF DESCRIPTION

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site
South Street
Tewksbury, MA

CERCLIS Number: MAD980520696

US EPA is the lead agency

Sutton Brook Disposal Area is primarily a landfill
Site Description

The Sutton Brook Disposal Area, referred to during most of its history as the Rocco’s Landfill or
Tewksbury Town Dump, is located on approximately 100 acres of land off South Street on the
eastern boundary of the Town of Tewksbury, Middlesex County, Massachusetts. A small
portion of the landfill also extends into the Town of Wilmington. Two major source areas exist
on the Site: the Landfill Lobes, which include the Northern Lobe and Southern Lobe; and the
Former Drum Disposal Area (FDDA). The Landfill Lobes comprise about 40 acres of the Site.
In 2000, between 300 and 400 buried drums were removed from the FDDA, which is located
outside the scuthwest edge of the Northern Lobe. Sutton Brook (and associated wetlands) flows
east to west through the property. Sutton Brook itself divides the landfill into the Northern and
Southern lobes. Additional wetland areas are located south of the landfill and along the eastern
and western portions of the property.

A more complete description of the Site can be found in Section I of the Remedial
Investigation Report (Woodard & Curran, 2007).

B. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
1. History of Site Activities

Waste disposal activities at the Site can be traced back to at least 1957, when the Town of
Tewksbury Board of Health designated the property as a dumping area. Until approximately
1988, the Rocco’s Landfill (which is roughly synonymous with the Site) accepted municipal,
commercial, and industrial wastes from both inside and outside of the Town of Tewksbury,
including unknown quantities of hazardous substances.

A more detailed description of the Site history can be found in Section 1 of the Remedial
Investigation Report.

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
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2. History of Federal and State Investigations and Removal and Remedial Actions

The Site was proposed to the National Priorities List (NPL) in July of 2000, and the Site’s NPL
listing was finalized in June of 2001. As discussed below and shown in the following table,
numerous investigations have taken place during the history of the Site.

In 1983, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) inspected the
landfill and took a number of samples of water from a brook within the boundaries of the Rocco
property. The MassDEP analysis showed the presence of organic compounds in the samples
taken on Rocco property downstream of the landfill, and it was determined that the cause of the
contamination was the groundwater from the landfill.

EPA issued a Site Inspection Report, on August 15, 1991, using available State and EPA file
information, interviews with local officials, and information gathered during on-site
reconnaissance and environmental sampling efforts. The Site Inspection Report identified the
need for continued investigation of the landfill to determine whether it could be eligible for
inclusion on the NPL.

As an interim measure, the Site was referred to the Removal Program for an assessment of the
public health concerns and the potential for a response action. Based on sampling and analysis
conducted by the Removal Program in 1992, coupled with the evaluation provided by the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), a determination was made that an
immediate health threat did not exist at that time, and a removal action was not warranted. The
MassDEP remained the lead agency for monitoring conditions at the Site.

In May of 1999, the MassDEP received information that drums had been buried at the landfill.
In response, the MassDEP conducted a magnetometer survey of areas outside the footprint of the
landfill for evidence of buried metal objects. A number of “magnetic anomalies” were detected
and a backhoe was used to dig test pits to see if the areas contained metal drums. Only one area
was found to contain drums. Approximately 60 crushed metal drums were discovered, with the
surrounding soils found to be contaminated with hazardous materials, including but not
necessarily limited to, toluene, xylene, and phthalates.

In early June 1999, the MassDEP installed groundwater monitoring wells near the area where the
crushed drums were discovered. Sampling results showed that groundwater in the vicinity where
the drums were found was contaminated with the same hazardous materials found in the
overlying soils.

At the request of the MassDEP, the EPA Removal Program conducted a preliminary
assessment/site investigation (PA/SI) to supplement information gather by the MassDEP from
July 26, 1999 through August 11, 1999. EPA concluded that a removal action was warranted in
a Site Investigation Closure Memorandum dated August 10, 1999.

Following mobilization of equipment and personnel and Site preparation activities, soil

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
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excavation began on July 20, 2000. Excavation of contaminated soils, drums, and containers
was completed on November 13, 2000. As the soils were excavated, they were staged into two
stockpiles based on photoionization detector (PID) readings, visible observation, and on-site
screening for volatile organic compounds. The larger of the two piles was limited to soils.
Contaminated debris, visibly contaminated soils, and soils which registered higher
concentrations and/or PID readings were placed into the smaller of the two piles. Both piles
were secured with tarpaulins while transportation and disposal arrangements were finalized.

On December 18, 2000, four roll off boxes containing empty drums, drum parts, and used
personal protective equipment were shipped off-site for landfill disposal. Transportation of the
soils from the larger of the two piles for off-site treatment and disposal was also initiated on that
date. On February 19, 2001, the last four truckloads of soils from the larger pile were shipped
off-site for treatment and disposal. A total of approximately 10,000 tons of soils was shipped for
thermal desorption treatment and disposal.

On October 10, 2001, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order (UAQ) for removal. Under
this UAQ, a group of PRPs completed the removal of the remaining contaminated soil pile at the
Site by February, 2002.

Date | Action Who Results Related
Undertook Documents
1989 | Sampling EPA 11 Soil Samples, Report
3 Sediment Samples
1992 | Air Sampling | EPA 7 Ambient Air Samples | Tech Memo
1996 | Initial Site MassDEP Landfill Gas Samples, | Report
Assessment Groundwater Samples
Sediment Samples
Surface Water Samples
1999 | Preliminary EPA )
Assessment/ Soil Samples Report
Site
Investigation
1999 | Site EPA Documented that a Memorandum
Investigation Removal Action was
Closure Warranted
Memo
2000 | Preliminary MassDEP Groundwater and Report
Data Report Surface Water
Sampling Sampling

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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2000 | Action Memo | EPA Initiated Removal
Action
Final Trip EPA Groundwater, Soil, Report
2000 | Report Wetland Soil,

Sediment, and Surface
Water Samples

2001 | Preliminary EPA Soil samples — Bemis Report
Assessment Circles
2001 | Data EPA Groundwater Sampling | Technical
Evaluation Memorandum
2002 | Completion EPA Post-Excavation Soil Documented
of Work Samples Completion of the
Report Removal Action
2002 | Sampling USGS Passive Vapor Report

Diffusion and Surface
Water Samples

2002 | Sampling Perkins Groundwater and Soil | Application for
Development | Samples Downgradient
Trust Property Status

3. History of CERCLA Enforcement Activities

On April 18, 2000, July 27, 2000 and June 22, 2001, EPA notified 12 potentially responsible
parties (“PRPs”) of their potentially liability at the Site. Responsible parties under CERCLA
include persons who are current or former owners and/or operators of a site, persons who
arranged for disposal of hazardous substances at a site (often called “generators”), or persons
who accepted hazardous substances for transport to a site selected by such persons (ofien called
“transporters”). On Qctober 10, 2001, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO) to
the 12 noticed PRPs to complete the removal action that was initiated by EPA in 2000. Eight
PRPs complied with the UAO to dispose of stockpiled contaminated soils at an off-site location.
On May 10, 2002, EPA notified 31 additional PRPs of their potential liability at the Site, and in a
special notice letter, EPA invited the 43 noticed PRPs to partictpate in formal negotiations with
EPA to perform or finance the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility (RI/FS). On October 25, 2002,
EPA sent letters to four of the previously noticed PRPs conditionally withdrawing notice of
potential liability. In February 2004, EPA reached an agreement with 27 PRPs to conduct the
RI/FS at the Site with EPA oversight. These PRPs have been active in the remedy selection
process, having performed the RI/FS and submitting comments on the Proposed Plan during the
public comment period. On August 31, 2007, EPA notified 23 additional PRPs of their potential
liability at the Site

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2607
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C. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Throughout the Site’s history, community concern and involvement has been high. EPA has
kept the community and other interested parties apprised of Site activities through informational
meetings, fact sheets, press releases and public meetings. Below is a brief chronology of public
outreach efforts.

e On July 11, 2001, EPA held an informational meeting to discuss plans for the Site,
following the final listing of the Site on the National Priorities List (NPL).

¢ In the summer of 2002 EPA gathered information and conducted interviews with
representatives of the Town of Tewksbury and community members in order to develop
a Reuse Assessment for the Site. The Reuse Assessment was prepared September,
2002.

¢ In December 2002, the EPA released a community relations plan that outlined a
program to address community concerns and keep citizens informed about and involved
in remedial activities.

* On May 12, 2004, EPA held an informational meeting to discuss the plans for the
RI/FS and the settlement with a group of PRPs to perform the RI/FS under EPA
oversight.

¢ On June 15, 2007, EPA published a notice and brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in
the Lowell Sun, and made the plan available to the public at the Tewksbury Public
Library located at 300 Chandler Street, Tewksbury, MA.

¢  On June 20, 2007 EPA made the administrative record available for public review at
EPA’s offices in Boston and at the Tewksbury Public Library located at 300 Chandler
Street, Tewksbury, MA. This will be the primary information repository for local
residents and will be kept up to date by EPA.

*  On June 27, 2007, EPA held an informational meeting to discuss the resulits of the
Remedial Investigation and the cleanup alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study
and to present the Agency’s Proposed Plan to a broader community audience than those
that had already been involved at the Site. At this meeting, representatives from EPA
and the PRPs answered questions from the public.

* From June 28 to July 28, 2007, the Agency held a 30 day public comment period to
accept public comments on the alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and the
Proposed Plan and on any other documents previously released to the public.

e On July 18, 2007, the Agency held a public hearing to discuss the Proposed Plan and to
accept any oral comments. A transcript of this meeting and the comments and the

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
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Agency’s response to comments are included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is
part of this Record of Decision.

* Local residents formed an organization entitled T.0.X.1.C., In¢. to monitor Site
activities. They applied for a TAG grant on December 6, 2000. A grant was awarded
on February 15, 2001. T.0.X.1.C., Inc has retained a TAG consultant who has attended
some technical project meetings and has reviewed and provided comments on draft
documents during the development of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study.

D. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION

The selected remedy was developed by combining components of different source control and
management of migration alternatives to obtain a comprehensive approach for Site remediation.
in summary, the remedy provides:

- Excavation of contaminated soils and sediments above site specific cleanup levels;

- Consolidation of excavated soils, sediments, and debris into the landfill;

- Construction of a multi-layer impermeable cap over the Landfill Lobes;

- Interception of groundwater from the Southern Lobe;

- A combination of collection and treatment and monitored natural attenuation for
contaminated groundwater; and

- Institutional controls, long-term operation, maintenance and monitoring.

The remedy addresses potential risks from contaminated soils, surface water, sediments and
groundwater .

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewkshury, Massachusetts September 2007
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The principal and low-level threats that this ROD addresses are summarized in the following

table:

Notes

Principal Threats
Affected Media Contaminant(s) Action To Be
Taken
Waste/Soils in Landfill (1 Source Control
Lobes {Capping)
Indoor Air (FDDA) -
Vapor Intrusion Toluene, Source
Originating from | Removal
Groundwater and Soil (3) Xylenes
Contamination
Aromatic VOCs, i
Chlorinated VOCs, Active
Groundwater Ketones, Treatment and
1,4-Dioxane, MNA
Metals
Surface Water (Upper
Sutton Brook — Site ) Source Control
Channel)
Low Level Threats
Affected Media Contaminant(s) Action To Be
Taken
. Source
Upland Soils (GSA) PAHs Removal
Di-n-octylphthalate,
Upland Soils (GSA) i-n-octylphthalate Source
Metals Removal
Aromatic VOCs, S
Upland Soils (FDDA) Phthalates, ource
Removal
Naphthalene
Sediments (Upper Sutton ) Source
Brook — Site Channel) Removal

(1) Presumptive remedy employed; specific risk-drivers have not been defined

(2) As part of the presumptive remedy, this medium/area has been presumed to have ecological risk, but
specific risk-drivers were only assumed based on screening-level evaluation and have therefore not been
included in the table. See Section G for further information.

{3) The contribution of soil YOCs to future indoor air impacts was not quantitatively assessed in the risk
assessment. However, the residual [evels of contaminants in soils may present a principal threat for the
vapor intrusion pathway due to their high volatility.

E. SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Section 2.0 of the Feasibility Study (FS) Report contains an overview of the Remedial
Investigation. The significant findings of the Remedial Investigation are summarized below.

September 2007
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Refer to the Remedial Investigation (RI) Report for complete details.
1. Conceptual Site Model

The sources of contamination, release mechanisms, exposure pathways to receptors for the Site,
as well as other site-specific factors, are diagrammed in a Conceptual Site Model (CSM), which
is provided in attached Figure E-1. The CSM is a three-dimensional "picture” of site conditions
that illustrates contaminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure pathways, migration routes,
and potential human and ecological receptors. It documents current and potential future site
conditions and shows what is known about human and environmental exposure through
contaminant release and migration fo potential receptors. The risk assessment and response
action for the Site are based on this CSM.

The sources of contamination for the Site are primarily the landfill waste, soils at the Former
Garage and Storage Area (GSA), and buried drums at the Former Drum Disposal Area (FDDA).

The primary constituents detected in the groundwater samples near the Landfill Lobes were
volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and metals followed by semi-volatile organic compounds
(SVOCs) in several wells and one pesticide, The highest concentrations of VOCs were detected
in the wells located adjacent to the northwestern and northeastern sides of the Southern Lobe.
The VOC generally detected at the highest concentration in the wells was toluene.

Similar constituents as detected in groundwater were also detected in surface water and sediment
samples. The samples with the highest concentrations were detected in the stretch of Sutton
Brook which traverses in between the two Landfill Lobes.

A removal action was conducted in the FDDA, initially performed by EPA in 2000 and
completed by a group of PRPs in 2002, in which approximately 300 to 400 crushed drums were
excavated and 13,786 tons of soils were transported off-site for disposal at an approved facility.
Post-excavation data indicated that residual levels of VOCs (benzene, TCE, toluene, PCE,
ethylbenzene, trimethylbenzenes, and xylenes) and SVOCs (bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, di-n-
octylphthalate, and naphthalene) are present in soils. The highest concentrations of VOCs and
SVOCs were detected at or just above the water table surface (4 to 6 feet below current grade)
and decrease with depth. The highest total VOC and SVOC concentrations were detected in
samples located on the southeast portion of the FDDA. Approximately 9,000 cubic yards of
residually-impacted soils are estimated to remain in this area.

The primary migration pathways for these residual contaminants are infiltration/leaching into the
subsurface with subsequent transport via groundwater flow. In addition, soil erosion and volatile
air emissions are potential migration pathways for contaminants that may be exposed or migrate
to the surface. However, the highest concentrations of contaminants are not located at the
ground surface.

VOCs were also the primary constituents detected in the groundwater samples at the FDDA with

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
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benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX) and lower concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA,
TCE, and 1,1-DCA being detected at the greatest frequency. Elevated concentrations of 4-
methyl-2 pentanone, 2-butanone, and phenols were also detected in groundwater proximate to
the FDDA.

These data indicate that there are two primary contaminant plumes in groundwater beneath the
Site. The sources of these plumes are the FDDA and the Southern Lobe (the Northern Lobe
contributes a relatively small amount of groundwater contamination when compared with the
FDDA and the Southern Lobe). As contaminants within these plumes migrate away from the
source areas, the plumes discharge into the wetland area and Sutton Brook. The results of the
surface water and sediment sampling within the brook and wetland areas correlate well with
groundwater contamination and groundwater plume discharge areas.

2. Site Overview

The Sutton Brook Disposal Area, also referred to as Rocco’s Landfill, is located off South Street
on the eastern boundary of the Town of Tewksbury, Middlesex County, Massachusetts. A small
portion of the Site also extends into the Town of Wilmington. Key site features and ground
surface contours are illustrated on attached Figure E-2. For purposes of presentation and
discussion, the Site is divided into the following two major source areas: the Landfill Lobes,
referred to as the Northern Lobe and Southern Lobe, and the FDDA. The solid waste source
areas comprise about 40 acres of the Site. In 2000, between 300 and 400 buried drums were
removed from the FDDA, which is located northwest of the Northern Lobe. Sutton Brook (and
associated wetlands) flows east to west through the property, dividing the landfill into the
Northern and Southern lobes. Additional wetland areas are located south of the landfill and
along the eastern and western portions of the Site.

The majority of the Site is unpaved and relatively flat, aside from the steeply-sloped landfill
lobes. QOutside the landfill lobes, the Site primarily consists of wetlands including several
individual wetland areas (a red maple swamp/floodplain associated with Sutton Brook [greater
than 50 acres]; a small man-made pond (approximately 2 acres); man-made areas subject to
flooding (small forested wetland area and a borrow pit); and an emergent wetland area).

The overburden geology of the area is characterized by glacial features (e.g., outwash and till
deposits). The site-specific unconsolidated materials underlying these surficial deposits consist
primarily of sand layers (stratified drift) underlain by a till laid down on top of bedrock. Depth
to rock at the Site ranges from 20 to 60 feet below ground surface (ft bgs). The mapped rock,
along with the rock cores obtained during the Rl, indicate that two types of rock were
encountered beneath the Site. A granite or granodiorite, referred to as the Andover Granite, is
classified as a light to medium-gray, foliated, medium to coarse grained muscovite-biotite
granite. The other rock type, gneiss, is classified as a thinly bedded to massive amphibolite;
minor biotite gneiss. A weathered zone was observed at the top of the rock followed by more
competent rock with moderate fracturing.

Sutton Brock Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
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Unlike the ground surface topography (aside from the landfills), the bedrock surface topography
varies considerably across the Site. A bedrock outcrop was observed on the westernmost portion
of the area adjacent to Sutton Brook. The bedrock surface generally slopes in a southerly to
southwesterly direction across the Site. A deep bedrock valley on the southwestern portion of
the Site has been filled with glacial drift deposits creating a higher transmissivity water zone
(e.g., the Town’s former Poplar Street wellfield was located in this valley).

The ground surface across the Site consists of landfill lobes or fill areas, wetland soils, or an
upper sand layer. The upper sand layer (10 to 45 feet in thickness) is comprised of a brown to
gray medium to fine sand with a little silt and exists across the entire Site. The units underlying
this layer are controlled by the depth to bedrock and the presence and thickness of a till layer. In
areas of deeper bedrock, coarser sand with some gravel was encountered beneath this upper sand,
as seen on the western portion of the Site.

The main hydrologic feature at the Site is Sutton Brook and associated tributaries and wetlands.
Sutton Brook is a medium gradient stream that includes both moderately moving water through
established banks and slower moving water through much wider and less-established channels.
The stream bed is comprised of sand and gravel with some areas of muck and peat. Sutton
Brook originates in an upland area north of the Site in Andover and flows southerly, turning
westerly to northerly through the Site with discharge to the Shawsheen River approximately
2,500 feet northwest of South Street. As Sutton Brook traverses the Site, the character of the
brook is affected by the channel width, the channel depth, the composition of the soils
underlying the brook, and tributaries that contribute to the brook.

Based on the majority of the water table elevations, surface water elevations, and stream gauging
measurements, EPA has concluded that shallow groundwater generally discharges to Sutton
Brook. In contrast, the wetlands area and smaller tributaries experience variable elevations,
indicating that they both discharge to and are recharged by shallow groundwater throughout the
seasons.

Depth to groundwater at the Site ranges from approximately near/at ground surface to a depth of
approximately 12 feet below ground surface. In general, the water table surface (i.e., top of the
groundwater surface) mimics the natural land surface topography of the area and is influenced by
the streams and wetland areas. Generally, the overall groundwater flow patterns are similar
throughout the seasons: north of the Site, groundwater flows southerly towards Sutton Brook or
westerly towards the Shawsheen River; groundwater east of the Site flows westerly or southerly
towards Sutton Brook and an unnamed tributary; groundwater south of the Site flows northerly
towards Sutton Brook or the Shawsheen River; and groundwater west of the Site flows either
northerly toward the Shawsheen River or easterly towards Sutton Brook. Groundwater in the
intermediate overburden also flows toward Sutton Brook and the Shawsheen River.

Due to the changes in water levels, slight changes in the direction of groundwater flow were
observed from the groundwater low measurements (September 2005) to the groundwater high
measurements (May 2006), specifically on the northwest portion of the Site near the FDDA and

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
Record of Decision Page 17 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Summary

in the wetland area south of Sutton Brook. Still, under both seasons, flow continued towards
Sutton Brook and eventually followed the direction of the stream flow of Sutton Brook. The
FDDA also exhibited the flattest horizontal gradients at both the water table surface and the
intermediate overburden potentiometric surfaces. There were similar, slight localized changes in
the groundwater flow patterns on other areas of the Site from season to season. However,
overall, groundwater flow at the Site measured over the seasons remains consistent with the
regional groundwater flow patterns. (See Attached Figure E-3)

Based on a review of the hydraulic gradients, groundwater flow is in a predominantly horizontal
direction (horizontal gradients greater than vertical gradients) with an upward flow component
under the majority of conditions. This average upward flow pattern is maintained through the
seasonal variations measured at the Site.

3. Remedial Investigation Sampling Strategy

Data collected at the Site and surrounding areas and used in the Remedial Investigation are
comprised of both previous Site investigations and the recently completed Phase 1A and Phase
1B Remedial Investigations. These data encompass sampling and investigation activities
performed from 1989 to 2006 (together referred to as the RI).

The recent RI field activities (i.e., 2004 and 2006) consisted of activities related to the following
tasks:

» Site Survey (elevation and location surveys of investigation points)

e Soils and Sources of Contaminants Investigation (soil borings, surficial soil sampling,
and test pit excavations)

e Subsurface and Hydrogeological Investigation (installation of temporary and permanent
monitoring wells, groundwater sampling, stream piezometer installation, water level
measurements, stream gauging, in situ hydraulic conductivity testing, and groundwater
modeling)

¢ Air Quality Assessment (landfill gas sampling)

s Surface Water and Sediment Investigation (surface water, wetland soil/sediment, and
sediment sampling)

+ Ecological Assessment (wetland delineation, floodplain delineation, and habitat
characterization)

Samples were analyzed by the off-site laboratory for VOCs, SVOCs, metals, PCBs, pesticides,
and general chemistry parameters. A summary of the combined data set developed as part of this
RI, which includes previous data deemed “usable” through the data review process and the
recently collected data, is provided in the table below.
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Summary of Rl Locations

Total Number of Totag c'::‘i':::t of
Sample Media Locations - Phase 1A RI, 1B RI, | Total Number of
Previous and pre-ROD Locations
Investigations (2002- 2006)
Test Pit Explorations 10 38 48
Soil Sampies (Surface, Wetland, '
and Sub-Surface) 55 41 96
Monitoring Wells, including
Temporary Wells and 64 46 ‘ 110
Piezometers ‘
Groundwater Sampling Events' 4 8 12
Landfill Gas ' 3 8 11
Sediments 27 45 72
Surface Water 16 28 44
Ambient Air 7 0
Leachate 0 2

Notes: ' Not all monitaring wells were sampled during each sampling event.

Following analysis, data usability was assessed by reviewing laboratory data for each medium
and assessing whether they met the prescribed project quality objectives (PQOs) developed in
the Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP). These data were reviewed in terms of their
precision, accuracy, representativeness, completeness, and comparability (PARCC). The historic
data deemed “usable” (see above) were determined to be generally consistent with QAPP
requirements and suitable for use in the RI.

Based on the results of the data quality assessment, data collected during the RI are considered to
be suitable for their intended use in satisfying the RI objectives. These objectives (or end uses)
include evaluating the contaminant sources; determining the nature, extent, and distribution of
contaminants; and assessing the current and future potential risks to human health and the
environment,

4, Nature and Extent of Contamination

For discussion purposes, the nature and extent of contaminants at the Site have been divided into
the following areas:

e  Source Areas
o Landfill Lobes
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o Former Drum Disposal Area
o Garage, and Storage Area

o Non-Source Areas — wetlands, brook and downgradient groundwater

A summary of the principal RI findings for each of these source areas is presented in the
following sections.

Landfill Lobes

Of the two Landfill Lobes, the Northern Lobe is the largest at approximately 30 acres (estimated
1.9 million cubic yards of material) whereas the Southern Lobe comprises approximately 10
acres (estimated 0.3 million cubic yards of material). Small debris/waste piles have also been
identified in five distinct areas near the Landfill Lobes. The Landfill Lobes constitute the
primary source areas at the Site. A depiction of the Landfill Lobes is presented on Attached
Figure E-4.

The primary migration pathways for contaminants from the Landfill Lobes are:

« infiltration/leaching of contaminants from the waste into the subsurface with subsequent
transport via groundwater flow;

» soil erosion and wind blown transport of contaminants that are exposed at the surface,
including both dust and surface water runoff; and

e volatile air emissions and transport.

Landfill gases generated from the two lobes ranged from 14 to 70% methane; 15 to 34% carbon
dioxide; and 0.7 to 540 ppm total VOCs. The VOCs detected at the greatest frequency in the
landfill gas samples were toluene, xylene, ethylbenzene, n-hexane, and dichlorofluoromethane.

Based on the RI data (visual observations of the slopes; groundwater samples proximate to the
lobes; surface water and sediment samples; and landfill gas and ambient air samples),
groundwater migration is the primary contaminant migration pathway associated with the lobes
for the following reasons: 1) the uncapped/uncontained nature of the landfill does not limit
infiltration and subsequent leaching; 2} wastes are most likely located at or near the water table
surface; 3) the presence of YOCs in Sutton Brook in-between the Landfill Lobes; 4) typical
landfill gas levels in the subsurface and low to non-detect concentrations of VOCs in ambient air
indicating minimal mass transport; and 5) the majority of the material in the lobes is covered on
the ground surface with soils and/or vegetation, thereby reducing transport by runoff.

The primary constituents detected in groundwater samples were VOCs and metals. The highest
concentrations of VOCs were detected in the groundwater collected from monitoring wells

located adjacent to the northern sides of the Southern Lobe, Total VOC concentrations in these
wells ranged from 3,450 to 57,210 ug/l (2004 data). The VOC generally detected at the highest
concentration in the wells was toluene. Groundwater data from the wells along the perimeter of
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the Northern Lobe were much lower in concentration (total VOCs ranged from 53 to 842 ug/l -
2004 data). Unlike the Southern Lobe, the VOC generally detected at the highest concentration
in the wells near the Northern Lobe was either 1,4-dioxane or tetrahydrofuran. Based on
information collected during the R, the Southern Lobe appears to be the primary contributor to
the elevated concentrations of volatile organics in groundwater and in Sutton Brook sediments.

The overall distribution of total VOCs in groundwater supports groundwater flow in the direction
of Sutton Brook. Similar constituents to those detected in groundwater were also detected in
leachate samples and in surface water and sediment samples. Surface water and sediment
samples with the highest concentrations were detected in the stretch of Sutton Brook between the
two lobes. A depiction of this area along with the approximate limits of solid waste is depicted
on attached Figure E-4.

Former Drum Disposal Area

A removal action was conducted in this area, initially performed by EPA in 2000 and completed
by a group of PRPs in 2002, in which approximately 300 to 400 crushed drums were excavated
and 13,786 tons of soils was transported off-site for disposal (as non-hazardous waste). Post-
excavation data indicate that residual levels of VOCs (TCE, toluene, PCE, ethylbenzene,
trimethylbenzenes, and xylenes) are present in soils, with toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes
exhibiting the highest concentrations and greatest frequency of detection. The highest total VOC
concentrations were detected in samples located on the southeast portion of the FDDA. This
area (southeast portion) also corresponds to an area of elevated SVOCs, specifically bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, di-n-octylphthalate, and naphthalene, and the area where more of the drums
were formerly located. A depiction of the impacted soil area is presented on attached Figure E-5.

Similar to the contamination in soils, VOCs were the primary constituents detected in the
groundwater samples at the FDDA, with benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylenes, and lower
concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA, TCE, and 1,1-DCA being detected at the greatest frequency.
Elevated concentrations of 4-methyl-2 pentanone, 2-butanone, and phenols were also detected in
groundwater proximate to the FDDA.

The dissolved VOC concentrations in groundwater were found to decrease with distance from
the FDDA. The highest concentrations of VOCs are located at an intermediate depth within the
overburden aquifer and within a low hydraulic conductivity medium to fine sand layer. The
groundwater data also indicate that impacts are limited to the overburden and that contaminants
have not migrated into the bedrock aquifer.

As the groundwater plume approaches Sutton Brook, the groundwater flow patterns and the
presence of conditions supporting natural degradation appear to be the controlling factors to the
nature and extent of the groundwater contamination in this area. Local groundwater (to the
immediate sides of the brook and in the wetland areas) flows east or west, respectively, towards
the brook and wetlands. There is also a net northerly component of flow (regional flow path)
that parallels the flow of the brook. The horizontal hydraulic gradients are relatively flat,
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especially in the intermediate overburden (area of higher groundwater contamination) as
groundwater approaches the wetlands/brook. These low gradients and low hydraulic
conductivity result in a reduced groundwater velocity and reduced subsequent contaminant
migration rates.

Historical contaminant analytical data and the existing subsurface geochemistry indicate that a
combination of natural attenuation processes (biodegradation, dispersion, dilution, adsorption,
volatilization, and/or chemical or biological stabilization, transformation, or destruction of
contaminants) are reducing contaminant concentrations and preventing continued downgradient
migration. The combination of hydrological conditions and natural degradation factors has
resulted in a stable plume configuration, and the contaminated plume is not expected to migrate
beyond its current configuration. Refer to the February 2007 RI Report and information
presented later in this section for further discussion on natural attenuation at the Site.

Garage and Storage Area

This area is located on the northwest portion of the Site and consists of the former residence,
garage, and storage areas (sce attached Figure E-6). The majority of the area contains surficial
debris from past and current storage activities. Impacted soils (petroleum hydrocarbons, PAHs,
and metals) are present on the south central portion of the area and most likely were caused by
storage or operation activities in this area. A subsurface fill area, comprised of wood, metal, and
concrete, is present on the southern portion of the area. Groundwater is not impacted from
operations within this area.

Non-Source Areas

The “non-source™ areas primarily consist of the wetlands in areas away from the source areas
(i.e., hydraulically downgradient areas, upstream areas of Sutton Brook, and the nearby
tributaries). These areas and samples collected within these areas are shown on attached Figure
E-7.

The non-source areas also include the area of groundwater located hydraulically downgradient of
the “source areas” with organic constituents detected in excess of Federal drinking water
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) (see attached Figure E-8). A combination of natural
attenuation processes (biodegradation, dispersion, dilution, adsorption, volatilization, and/or
chemical or biological stabilization, transformation, or destruction of contaminants) and
hydrogeological conditions are reducing contaminant concentrations in this “downgradient” area,
reducing the overall contaminant mass, and preventing contaminant migration beyond the current
configuration of the plume. This conclusion was based on the decreasing and/or stabilizing
groundwater plume, the presence of breakdown products, the reducing levels of electron
acceptors, and the increasing levels of metabolic by-products (i.e., ferrous iron and methane)
across the Site. Refer to the February 2007 RI Report and information presented later in this
section for further discussion on natural attenuation at the Site.
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In contrast, unlike the dissolved VOC plumes, arsenic concentrations in groundwater in excess of
MCLs are detected in wells on the Site and upgradient wells, suggesting that arsenic
concentrations may be naturally-occurring at “elevated” levels. Arsenic is a common
contaminant of concern at many landfills and the precise origin of the arsenic in groundwater is
often difficult to determine. A review of the analytical data indicates that arsenic levels have
remained fairly consistent over time with a slight upward pattern in select areas.

Higher concentrations of arsenic are found in areas adjacent to or immediately downgradient of
the Site source areas (landfill and FDDA). This condition appears to be related to the subsurface
environment and resulting geochemical processes caused by these source areas {e.g., reducing
conditions causing increased arsenic concentrations). As oxidizing conditions return to the
subsurface at locations away from these areas, the arsenic concentration in groundwater
decreases.

These conditions demonstrate that although some mass of arsenic may be a result of deposition
into the source areas, the resulting geochemistry within the subsurface has likely played a
significant role in the elevated arsenic levels immediately downgradient of the source areas.
Further discussion of arsenic in groundwater at this Site is provided in the February 2007 RI
Report.

5. Contaminant Fate & Transport

The following text provides insight as to the fate and transport of contaminants at the Sutton
Brook Disposal Area Site. For potential human and ecological exposure pathways, refer to the
Conceptual Site Model (Figure E-1).

Plume Characterization and Migration Pathways — VOCs

A depiction of the approximate areal extent of the primary constituents detected in groundwater
was presented in attached Figures E-9 through E-12. These figures depict the Southern Lobe and
the FDDA as the primary source areas for the VOC contaminant plumes. The purgeable
aromatic hydrocarbons and tetrahydrofuran plumes are similar in configuration, whereas the 1,4-
dioxane plume is more widespread, detected at lesser concentrations, and suggests source
contribution from both landfill lobes. These findings may be attributable to 1,4-dioxane being
more soluble and less degradable than the aromatic hydrocarbons.

The predominant factors that ultimately control the migration pathways of the contaminant
plumes include the hydrogeologic environment, the location and characteristics of the source
areas, and the partitioning/migration characteristics of the specific contaminants comprising the
plume. Based on the previous discussion on source characterization, fate and transport
characteristics of the predominant contaminants, and the site-specific hydrogeologic
environment, the processes of advection, dispersion, and natural degradation/attenuation are
most likely the primary characteristics controlling the migration of the dissolved VOC plumes in
groundwater. Figures E-9 through E-12 also show that the plumes are generally contained
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within the immediate boundaries of the Site (i.e., plume configurations are controlled by
groundwater flow, discharge to the brook and associated wetlands, and degradation/attenuation
mechanisms).

As groundwater flows through the source areas, VOCs partition into the groundwater and flow
with groundwater away from the source areas, forming a dissolved VOC plume. The
predominant mechanism for migration of the plume away from the source area is through
advection (which refers to transport in a fluid, groundwater, in this case). In the area of the
Southern Lobe, it appears that groundwater (based on potentiometric head data) and the
dissolved VOCs (based on concentrations detected in monitoring wells) migrate away from the
source area in a predominantly northeasterly to northerly direction. In the area of the FDDA, the
dissolved VOCs migrate in a southwesterly to wesierly direction towards Sutton Brook and the
associated wetlands.

Once both plumes reach the general vicinity of the brook and wetlands, the plumes merge with
regional groundwater flow and travel in a predominantly northerly direction. Based on hydraulic
gradients, the dissolved VOC plume predominantly migrates in the horizontal direction with a
slight upward component of flow as the plume approaches the brook and wetlands.

To aid in estimating the rate of contaminant movement, the numerical groundwater model
MODFLOW was used to simulate hydrogeologic conditions and the movement of groundwater
in the vicinity of the Site. Given that advection is the primary transport mechanism for the
dissolved VOC plume, the model was a useful tool to aid in the understanding of potential
contaminant migration pathways. The results of the model-simulated groundwater flow
directions were generally consistent with groundwater flow directions configured from the
groundwater level measurements. Based on the particle tracking analysis performed as part of
the model calibration, the simulated discharge locations for particles placed in the source areas
were consistent with actual mapped contaminant {ocations.

The higher VOC concentrations are detected in the intermediate overburden. Hydraulic
gradients in this zone of the aquifer are relatively flat (0.001 ft/ft range) and, when combined
with low conductivity, result in a reduced groundwater velocity and subsequent reduced

“contamination migration rates. As such, contaminant dissolution, flushing, and dispersion
processes are expected to occur fairly slowly.

The groundwater data also indicate that contamination is limited to the overburden and has not
migrated into the bedrock aquifer. The bedrock wells installed downgradient of the source areas
(MW-7R, MW-8R, MW-22R, and MW-17B) were either non-detect for VOCs or detected low
concentrations (less than 2 ug/l). Several of these wells are located within the bedrock low or
“trough” downgradient of the source areas. Based on the location of these wells and the low
concentrations of VOCs detected, it is not likely that a non-aqueous phase would be present in
bedrock in this low area.

In summary, both the potentiometric surveys and the groundwater model confirm that dissolved
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VOCs and SVOCs (including purgeable aromatics, chlorinated compounds, and ketones, among
others) migrate away from the two main source areas and toward Sutton Brook and the wetland
areas surrounding Sutton Brook. Once at the brook and in the area of the wetlands surrounding
the brook (downgradient from both source areas), regional groundwater controls the flow regime
with groundwater following the brook, in a predominantly northerly flow direction.

Though the dissolved VOC plume predominantly migrates in the horizontal direction, hydraulic
data collected at the Site show that there is also a slight upward component of flow as the plume
approaches the brook/wetlands. Along with the low hydraulic conductivity and reduced
groundwater velocity estimated in the intermediate overburden, the upward component of flow
may also have an impact on contaminant transport at the Site since the potential for off-site
groundwater transport is further reduced. Because the upward component of flow will tend to
limit contaminant migration to bedrock, groundwater will be more likely discharge to surface
water.

Natural Attenuation Processes

Analytical and geochemical data have indicated that natural attenuation processes are occurring
within and downgradient of the source areas. These natural in-situ attenuation processes include
biodegradation, dispersion, dilution, adsorption, volatilization, and chemical or biological
stabilization, transformation, or destruction of contaminants. In addition, chemical footprint
indicators, including the absence of electron acceptors oxygen, nitrate, and sulfate and the
presence (and subsequent increase spatially on-site) of metabolic by-products methane and
ferrous iron have been measured within and immediately downgradient of source areas on-site,
indicating that biodegradation processes are interacting with contaminants in groundwater.

Contaminant Trend

No significant increasing trends in concentrations of dissolved VOCs or significant changes in
the shape of the dissolved VOC plumes have been detected at the Site throughout the sampling
events. Although a significant amount of new groundwater data have been recently collected,
the extent and concentration distribution of the plume on the Site appears to be generally
consistent throughout the past twelve years of sampling (dating back to 1995).

6. Principal and Low-Level Threats

Principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile
which generally cannot be contained in a reliable manner or would present a significant risk to
human health or the environment should exposure occur. The manner in which principal threats
are addressed generally will determine whether the statutory preference for treatment as a
principal element is satisfied. Wastes generally considered to be principal threats are liquid,
mobile, and/or highly-toxic source material.

Low-level threat wastes are those source materials that generally can be reliably contained and
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that would present only a low risk in the event of exposure. Wastes generally considered to be
low-level threat wastes include non-mobile contaminated source material of low-to-moderate
toxicity, surface soils containing chemicals of concern that are relatively immobile in air or
groundwater, low leachability contaminants, or low toxicity source material.

The principal and low-level threats that this ROD addresses are summarized in the following
table:
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Table E-1

Principal and Low-Level Threats

Principal Threats

Affected Media Contaminant(s) Reason(s) Concentration(s) Receptors
Waste/Soils in Landfill Human/
1 1 1
Lobes (N M ) Ecological
Ind\r;or Au{’ (FDI_)A) - Future
apor intrusion Toluene, . . 78 mg/L (Toluene), Resident;
Originating from High Volatility Future Facili
Groundwater and Soil (3) Xylenes 28 mg/L, (Xylenes) Y
C S Worker
ontammnation
115 mg/L (BTEX),
Aromatic VOCs, 6.3 mg/L (Chlorinated Future
Groundwater Chlorinated VOCs, High Mobility or VOCs), Resident;
rou Ketf)nes, High Toxicity 340 mg/L (Ketones), | Future Facility
1,4-Dioxane, : Worker
Metals 3 mg/L (1,4-Dioxane),
2.3 mg/L. (Arsenic)
Surface Water (Upper Fish and
Sutton Brook — Site 2) (2) (2) Invertebrate
Channel) Communities
Low Level Threats
Affected Media Contaminant{s) Reason(s) Concentration{s) Receptors
. Low Volatility 130 mg/kg (Total Future
Upland Soils (GSA) PAHs and Leachability PAHs) Resident
Di-n- L Carnivorous
Low Toxic 233 Lead), i
Upland Soils (GSA) octylphthatate, W Soxielty mg/kg (Lead) Witdlife;
Metals Non-maobile 379 mg/kg (Zinc) Invertebrates
46 mg/kg (Aromatic
AromatioVOCs, | | 1;’90‘3; Carnivorous
. ow Toxici mg'kg wildlife;
Upland Soils (FDDA) Phthalates, (Phthalates), Plants:
Naphthalene 1.4 mg/kg Invertebrates
(Naphthalene)
Sediments (Upper Sutton Benthic
Brook — Site Channel) 2) @) 2) Invertebrates

Notes

(1) Presumptive remedy employed; specific risk-drivers have not been defined

(2) As part of the presumptive remedy, this medium/area has been presumed to have ecological risk; risk-
drivers were identified based on screening-level, See Section G for further information.

(3) The contribution of soil VOCs to future indoor air impacts was not quantitatively assessed in the risk
assessment, However, the residual levels of contaminants in soils may present a principal threat for the
vapor intrusion pathway due to their high volatility.
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F. CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES

1. Land Uses

The Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site is essentially undeveloped and surrounded primartly by
open space, farming operations, a composting operation, and residential dwellings. An
unoccupied residential home (the former Rocco residence) is situated on the northwest corner of
the Site. The nearest occupied residences abut the Site boundary and are located on South Street
to the northwest, Bemis Circle and Serenity Drive to the west, and Carlton Road Extension and
Homestead Lane to the south, Freshwater wetlands are located south of the landfill and along
the eastern and western portions of the Site. The area within one-half mile of the Site is
primarily used for residential, light commercial/industrial, and agricultural purposes with areas
of protected open space present for recreational use.

As a practical matter, residential or other uses that require the construction of buildings and other
significant structures within the landfill lobes would be limited due to institutional controls that
will be placed to protect the remedy. Future recreational use of the wetland areas adjacent to the
landfill lobes would be compatible with Site controls and surrounding land uses. For the upland
areas adjacent to the landfill (the former drum disposal area and former residence, garage and
storage area), future reuse options may include both residential and commercial/industrial
development, possibly with family and/or group daycare centers.

A reuse assessment was performed for the Site in 2002, In part, development of the reuse
assessment involved interviews with town representatives and residents. Ideas relating to site
reuse ranged from a passive open conservation area to active recreational use such as athletic
fields, a golf course, driving range, or outdoor amphitheater. Tewksbury residents and local
organizations have also expressed a need for athletic fields. Based on the information provided
by the community representatives, residents favor reusing the Site as some form of open space,
possibly with recreational trails.

Reasonably anticipated future uses of the Site include passive recreational use of the wetland
areas and residential/commercial use of the upland areas, beyond the landfill lobes. Reasonably-
anticipated future uses of adjacent land in surrounding areas include recreational and
residential/commercial use.

The ultimate development of parcels adjacent to the Site has the potential to influence the nature
of the future ecological or recreational reuse on the Site itself. One particularly important parcel
is the Perkins Development Trust property, located northeast of the Site, across the abandoned
Boston and Maine railroad grade (see Figure E-2). This property has been the subject of a
number of development proposals, most recently a large shopping mall. It is possible that a new
exit may be built off of I-93 to serve the development as well as other nearby properties in
Wilmington and Andover.
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2. Groundwater/Surface Water Uses

Within the vicinity of the Site are mapped medium and high yield potentially productive aquifers
and approved Zone 2 water supply areas. Several private wells are located in the nearby
residential areas. The Town of Tewksbury currently relies on the Merrimack River as its source
of drinking water (though not all residences are connected to the Town’s system). However, the
Town has five inactive public water supply wells located southwest of the Site which were
abandoned in place around the mid 1990’s (not due to impact from the Site).

Mass DEP completed a Groundwater Use and Value Determination for the Site in 1991
{Appendix B). The Department’s recommendation supporis a “medium” use and value, as the
aquifer under the Site is considered a medium yield aquifer and it is considered a potential
drinking water source. The potential beneficial use of the groundwater at the Site and
surrounding areas is use of the aquifer as a drinking water supply. There is no schedule currently
in place for this aquifer to be used as a drinking water supply.

The current and potential future use of the surface water at the Site and surrounding areas is
passive recreation. As no fish were found during fish surveys within Sutton Brook, fishing is not
considered as a potential future use.

G. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A baseline risk assessment was performed to estimate the probability and magnitude of potential
adverse human health and environmental eftfects from exposure to contaminants associated with
the Site assuming no remedial action was taken. It provides the basis for taking action and
identifies the contaminants and exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial
action. The baseline risk assessment followed a four step process: 1) hazard identification,
which identified those hazardous substances which, given the specifics of the Site were of
significant concern; 2) exposure assessment, which identified actual or potential exposure
pathways, characterized the potentially exposed populations, and determined the extent of
possible exposure; 3) toxicity assessment, which considered the types and magnitude of adverse
health effects associated with exposure to hazardous substances, and 4) risk characterization and
uncertainty analysis, which integrated the three earlier steps to summarize the potential and
actual risks posed by hazardous substances at the Site, including carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic risks and a discussion of the uncertainty in the risk estimates. A summary of those
aspects of the human health risk assessment which support the need for remedial action is
discussed below, followed by a summary of the environmental risk assessment.

1. Human Health Risk Assessment

A baseline human health risk assessment (HHRA) was completed for the Sutton Brook Disposal
Area Site to evaluate the likelihood and magnitude of potential human health effects associated
with the Site. Due to different property uses, activities, and/or nature and extent of
contamination, the Site was divided into the following seven Groups (areas):
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Groups 1 and 2 — Northern and Southern Landfill Lobes, respectively
Group 3 - Former Drum Disposal Area and Adjacent Disturbed Area
Group 4 — Former Residence, Garage and Storage Area

Group 5 — Sutton Brook and Associated Tributary and Wetland Areas
Group 6 — Area South of Southern Lobe

Group 7 — Reference Locations

Consistent with EPA’s Guidance on Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill
Sites, direct exposures at the Northern and Southern Landfill Lobes (Groups 1 and 2) were not
evaluated in the HHRA due to the presumption that the two Landfill Lobes will be closed in-
place using current landfill capping technology. The HHRA evaluated the potential for
unacceptable risks to human receptors from exposure to contaminants in: ambient air emanating
from the landfill; upland soils at the former drum disposal area (FDDA; Group 3) and former
garage and storage area (GSA; Group 4); surface water, sediments, and wetland soils in Sutton
Brook and its associated wetlands (Group 5); sediments and surface water in the man-made pond
located south of the Southern landfill lobe (Group 6); groundwater beneath the Landfill Lobes
{(Groups 1 and 2) and beyond the Landfill Lobes (Groups 3-6); and indoor and outdoor air
impacted via subsurface migration of volatile compounds at the FDDA and GSA.

Section 1: Identification of Chemicals of Concern

Eighty-six of the more than 100 chemicals detected at the Site were selected for evaluation in the
human health risk assessment as chemicals of potential concern. The chemicals of potential
concern were selected to represent potential site-related hazards based on toxicity, concentration,
frequency of detection, and mobility and persistence in the environment and can be found in
Tables 3-1 through 3-14 of the risk assessment (RI/FS Volume III, Woodard & Curran, 2007).
From this, a subset of the chemicals were identified in the FS as presenting a significant current
or future risk and are referred to as the chemicals of concern (COCs) in this ROD. The COCs
are identified in attached Tables G-1 through G-4 for upland soils, indoor air, and groundwater
beneath (Groups 1 and 2) and beyond (Groups 3-6) the landfill lobes. These tables contain the
exposure point concentrations used to evaluate the reasonable maximum exposure (RME)
scenario in the baseline risk assessment for the chemicals of concern. Estimates of average or
central tendency exposure concentrations for the chemicals of concern and all chemicals of
potential concern can be found in Tables 3-23 through 3-30 of the baseline human health risk
assessment.

Section 2: Exposure Assessment

Current and potential future site-specific pathways of exposure to chemicals of concern were
determined. The extent, frequency, and duration of current or future potential exposures were
estimated for each pathway. From these, exposure parameters, a daily intake level for each site-
related chemical, was estimated.
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The Site is currently undeveloped and surrounded primarily by open space, farming operations, a
composting operation, and residential dwellings. Access to the Site is unrestricted, and there are
no currently occupied buildings present. The nearest occupied residences abut the Site boundary
and are located on South Street to the northwest, Bemis Circle and Serenity Drive to the west,
and Carlton Road Extension and Homestead Lane to the south. Sutton Brook flows from east to
west through the Site. Freshwater wetlands are located south of the landfi}l and along the eastern
and western portions of the Site. Within the vicinity of the Site are mapped medium and high
yield potentially productive aquifers and approved Zone 2 water supply areas. Several private
wells are located in the nearby residential areas. The Town of Tewksbury currently relies on the
Merrimack River as its source of drinking water. However, the Town has five inactive public
water supply wells located southwest of the Site which were abandoned in place around the mid
1990’s.

The following is a brief summary of the exposure pathways that were found to present an
unacceptable risk at the Site. A more thorough description of all exposure pathways evaluated in
the risk assessment including estimates for an average exposure scenario, can be found in
Section 3.2 and on Tables 3-16 through 3-21 of the baseline human health risk assessment.

No current exposure pathways were found to present a significant risk at the Site.

The following future exposure pathways were found to present a potential risk exceeding EPA’s
cancer risk range and non-cancer hazard index at the Site:

. Future exposure of a resident (adult and young child) to upland soils (by ingestion and
dermal contact) at the former residence, garage, and storage area;'

. Future exposure of a resident (adult and young child) to indoor air (by inhalation) at the
former drum disposal area;’

) Future exposure of a resident (adult and young child) to untreated groundwater (by

ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation) from Groups 1 and 2 and Groups 3-6
monitoring wells;* and

. Future exposure of a facility worker to untreated groundwater (by ingestion and dermal
contact) from Groups 3-6 monitoring wells.*

! For future residential upland soil exposures, exposure durations of 24 years and 6 years, respectively, were presumed for an
adult and young child. Body weights of 70 kg and 15 kg were used for the adult and child, respectively. Dermal conlact was
assumed with 5,700 cm? of surface area for the adult and 2,800 em? for the child. Future upland seil exposures were assumed to
occur 150 days/year.

* For future residential indoor air exposures, exposure durations of 24 years and 6 years, respectively, were presumed for an adult
and young child. Future indoor air exposures were assumed to occur 24 hours/day for 350 days/year.

3 For future residential exposures to untreated groundwater, drinking water ingestion rates of 1.98 L/day and 1.3 L/day for the
adult and young child, respectively, were assumed. An exposure frequency of 350 days/year was used for a combined exposure
duration of 30 years. Dermal contact was assumed with 18,000 cm?’ of surface arca for the adult, and 6,600 cm? for the child,
Showers/baths were assumed to occur 350 days/year for 0.58 hr/day for the adult and 1 hr/day for the child, Airbome
concentrations of volatile compounds released during showering/bathing were estimated using the Foster and Chrostowski
shower model.

* For fiture facility worker exposures to unireated groundwater, a drinking water ingestion rate of 1.15 L/day was assumed. An
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Section 3: Toxicity Assessment

In the Human Health Risk Assessment, EPA assessed the potential for cancer risks and non-
cancer health effects of COCs at the Site.

The potential for carcinogenic effects is evaluated with chemical-specific cancer slope factors
(CSFs) and inhalation unit risk values. A weight of evidence classification is available for each
chemical. CSFs have been developed by EPA from epidemiological or animal studies to reflect
a conservative "upper bound" of the risk posed by potentially carcinogenic compounds. That is,
the true risk calculated using the CSF is unlikely to be greater than the risk predicted. A
summary of the cancer toxicity data relevant to the chemicals of concern is presented in Table G-
5.

The potential for non-cancer health effects is quantified by reference dose (RfD) for oral
exposure and reference concentrations (RfCs) for inhalation exposures. RfDs and RfCs have
been developed by EPA and they represent an estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an
order of magnitude) of a daily exposure that is likely to be without an appreciable risk of
deleterious health effects during a lifetime. RfDs and RfCs are derived from epidemiological or
animal studies and incorporate uncertainty factors to help ensure that adverse health effects will
not occur. A summary of the non-carcinogenic toxicity data relevant to the chemicals of concern
at the Site is presented in Table G-6.

Section 4. Risk Characterization

Risk characterization combines estimates of exposure with toxicity data to estimate potential
health effects that might occur if no actions were taken.

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determined for each exposure pathway by multiplying the daily
intake levels (see Section 2. Exposure Assessment) by the Cancer Slope Factor (CSF) or by
comparison to the unit risk value. These toxicity values are conservative upper bound estimates,
approximating a 95% upper confidence limit, of the increased cancer risk from a lifetime
exposure to a chemical. Therefore, the true risks are unlikely to be greater than the risks
predicted. Cancer risk estimates are expressed as a probability, e.g., one in a million. Scientific
notation is used to express probability. One in a million risk (1 in 1,000,000) is indicated by 1 x
10 or 1E-06. In this example, an individual is not likely to have greater than a one in a million
chance of developing cancer over a lifetime as a result of exposure to the concentrations of
chemicals at a site. All risks estimated represent an “excess lifetime cancer risk” in additional to
the background cancer risk experienced by all individuals over a lifetime. The chance of an

exposure frequency of 250 days/year was used with an exposure duration of 25 years. Dermal contact was assumed with 2,077
cm? of surface area. Dermal conlact with groundwater was assumed to occur 250 days/year for 0.01 hr/event with 16 events/day
presumed.
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individual developing cancer from all other {non-site related) causes has been estimated to be as
high as one in three. EPA’s generally acceptable risk range for site related exposure is 10 to
10, Current EPA practice considers carcinogenic risks to be additive when assessing exposure
to a mixture of hazardous substances,

In assessing the potential for adverse effects other than cancer, a hazard quotient (HQ) is
calculated by dividing the daily intake by the RfD or RfC. A HQ <1 indicates that an exposed
individual’s dose of a single contaminant is less than the RfD or RfC and that a toxic effect is
unlikely. The Hazard Index (HI) is generated by adding the HQs for all chemical(s) of concern
that affect the same target organ (e.g., liver) within or across those media to which the same
individual may reasonably be exposed. A HI <1 indicates that toxic non-carcinogenic effects
are unlikely.

The following is a summary of the media and exposure pathways that were found to present a
risk exceeding EPA’s cancer risk range and non-cancer hazard index at the Site. Only those
exposure pathways deemed relevant to Site conditions are presented in this ROD. Readers are
referred to Section 3.4 and Tables 3-32 through 3-39 of the baseline human health risk
assessment for a more comprehensive risk summary of all exposure pathways evaluated for all
chemicals of potential concern and for estimates of the central tendency risk.

Resident at the Former Garage and Storage Area

Table G-7 depicts the carcinogenic risk summary for the chemicals of concern in upland soils
evaluated to reflect potential future residential exposure corresponding to the RME scenario. For
the future young child and adult resident, carcinogenic risk exceeded the EPA acceptable risk
range of 10 to 10, The exceedance was due primarily to the presence of carcinogenic
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene,
benzo(k){luoranthene, dibenz(a h)anthracene, and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene) in upland soils.

Resident at the Former Drum Disposal Area

Table G-8 depicts the non-carcinogenic risk summary for the chemicals of concern in indoor air
evaluated to reflect potential future residential exposure corresponding to the RME scenario. For
the future young child and adult resident, non-carcinogenic risk exceeded the EPA acceptable
target organ HI of 1. The exceedance was due primarily to the presence of toluene and xylenes
in groundwater with the potential to impact indoor air via the subsurface vapor intrusion
pathway. The contribution of soil VOCs to the indoor air pathway was not quantitatively
evaluated in the risk assessment. However, based on the residual levels of VOCs in soils at the
FDDA, their presence may contribute to potential future indoor air impacts.
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Residential Groundwater Use

Tables G-9 through G-12 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the
chemicals of concern in future residential wells evaluated to reflect potential future potable water
exposure corresponding to the RME scenario, under the assumption that on-site groundwater
from beneath the Landfill Lobes (Groups 1 and 2) and beyond the Landfill Lobes (Groups 3-6)
migrates to potable wells installed on the Site, adjacent to or downgradient of the Site in the
future. For the future resident using untreated groundwater as household water, carcinogenic and
non-carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA acceptable risk range of 10™* to 10°® and/or a target
organ HI of 1 for groundwater. The exceedances were due primarily to the presence of 1,4-
dioxane, 4-methyl-2-pentanone, benzene, methylene chloride, naphthalene, tetrachloroethene,
tetrahydrofuran, toluene, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, methylphenols, N-nitrosodi-n-
butylamine, N-nitrosopyrrolidine, arsenic, cadmium, and manganese in Group 1 and 2
groundwater, and 1,4-dioxane, 1,2-dichloroethane, 4-methyl-2-pentanone, acrylonitrile, benzene,
carbon tetrachloride, ethyl methacrylate, ethylbenzene, methylene chloride, tetrahydrofuran,
toluene, viny! chloride, xylenes, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, antimony, arsenic, beryllium,
manganese, and zinc in Groups 3-6 groundwater.

Facility Worker Groundwater Use

Tables G-13 and G-14 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the
chemicals of concern in future commercial wells evaluated to reflect potential future potable
water exposure corresponding to the RME scenario, under the assumption that on-site
groundwater from beyond the landfill lobes (Groups 3-6) migrates to potable wells installed on
the Site, adjacent to or downgradient of the Site in the future. For the future facility worker
using untreated groundwater as potable water, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks exceeded
the EPA acceptable risk range of 10 to 10 and/or a target organ HI of 1 for groundwater. The
exceedances were due primarily to the presence of 1,4-dioxane, 4-methyl-2-pentanone,
acrylonitrile, vinyl chloride, and arsenic in Groups 3-6 groundwater.

Facility Worker at the Former Drum Disposal Area

Table G-15 depicts the non-carcinogenic risk summary for the chemicals of concern in indoor air
evaluated to reflect potential future commercial exposure corresponding to the RME scenario.
For the future facility worker, non-carcinogenic risk exceeded the EPA acceptable target organ
HI of 1. The exceedance was due primarily to the presence of xylenes in groundwater with the
potential to impact indoor air via the subsurface vapor intrusion pathway. The contribution of
soil VOCs to the indoor air pathway was not quantitatively evaluated in the risk assessment.
However, based on the residual levels of VOCs in soils at the FDDA, their presence may
contribute to potential future indoor air impacts.
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Section 5: Uncertainties

Trichloroethene is currently being re-evaluated for carcinogenic potency by EPA. The high-end
of the range of oral slope factors and unit risk values was used for risk estimation. This approach
may have resulted in an overestimate of the risk associated with irichloroethene in groundwater.
In addition, toxicity values of surrogate compounds were used for compounds with similar
structures lacking toxicity values, resulting in either an underestimate or overestimate of risk,
These uncertainties will be periodically reviewed to address changes in and the availability of
toxicity values for these compounds.

For the groundwater dermal contact pathway, risk associated with dermal absorption of
chlorinated organic compounds may be underestimated. Permeability constants for the
chlorinated organic compounds such as 1,2-dichloroethane, tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene,
and vinyl chloride tend to be underestimated by the correlation modeling. This uncertainty may
result in an underestimation of risk. In addition, because there is greater uncertainty associated
with the correlation modeling for some compounds, risk associated with dermal absorption could
not be quantified for some contaminants, including Aroclor-1254. This uncertainty may also
result in an underestimation of risk. These uncertainties will be periodically reviewed to address
changes in the dermal absorption values for these compounds.

Airborne concentrations of volatile compounds for the showering/bathing scenario and for
indoor/outdoor air were estimated using accepted EPA exposure models. The use of modeling to
gstimate airborne concentrations of volatile compounds likely results in an over-estimate of risk
since conservative assumptions were employed in the exposure modeling. In addition, the
contribution of soil volatile compounds to the vapor intrusion pathway was not quantified.
Though this may potentially underestimate the impact of volatile compounds from the subsurface
on indoor air, the extent of the bias is likely to be low due to the lower prevalence and
concentration of volatile compounds in soils relative to groundwater.

2. Ecological Risk Assessment

A baseline ecological risk assessment (BERA) was completed for the Sutton Brook Disposal
Area Site to evaluate the likelihood and magnitude of potential ecological effects associated with
historical disposal practices. The BERA evaluated the potential for contaminants to impact
ecological receptor populations exposed to: upland soils at and outside the former drum disposal
area (FDDA); surface water, sediments, and wetland soils in Sutton Brook and its associated
wetlands; and sediments and surface water in the man-made pond located south of the Southern
landfill lobe.

Section 1. Identification of Chemicals of Concern

Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) were identified in the Screening Level Ecological Risk
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Assessment (SLERA) using effects-based screening involving the comparison of maximum
contaminant concentrations to ecological benchmarks for each medium and exposure area, and
incfuded all COPCs that would bioaccumulate. The refinement of COPCs in the BERA
identified COPCs based on exceedance of no observed-adverse effects level (NOAEL) screening
values, resulting in an NOAEL HQs greater than 1.0. Data used to identify COPCs are
summarized in Table G-16 (Upper Sutton Brook surface water), Table G-17 (Upper Sutton Brook
sediments), Table G-18 (Aquatic Wetland surface water), Table G-19 (Aquatic Wetland
sediments), Table G-20 (Wetland Soil), Table G-21 (Site Pond surface water), Table G-22 (Site
Pond sediments), and Table G-23 (Upland Soil).

The COPCs identified in Upper Sutton Brook surface water include one pesticide (4,4’-DDT),
three volatile organic chemicals (ethylbenzene, xylenes, and toluene), and three dissolved metals
(barium, manganese and iron). COPCs identified in Upper Sutton Brook sediments include ten
VOCs (1,2 4-trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene, 4-methyl-2-pentanone, acetone, carbon
disulfide, chloroethane, ethylbenzene, naphthalene, toluene, and xylenes), three semi-volatile
organic chemicals (2-methylphenol, 3-/4-methylphenol, and benzo(a)pyrene), and three metals
(arsenic, iron, and manganese).

The COPCs in the Aquatic Wetland surface water include VOCs (ethylbenzene, toluene, and
xylenes) and nine metals (aluminum, arsenic, barium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, nickel and
zinc). COPCs identified in the Aquatic Wetland sediments include three VOCs (acetone,
chloroethane, and toluene), one SVOC (benzoic acid), and five metals (arsenic, beryllium, iron,
mercury, and selenium).

The COPCs in the Wetland soils include one pesticide (aldrin), six SVOCs
(benzo(b)fluoranthene, benzoic acid, chrysene, fluoranthene, phenanthrene, and pyrene), and five
metals (arsenic, manganese, mercury, selenium, and vanadium),

The COPCs identified in the Site Pond surface water include three dissolved metals (barium,
manganese, and zinc). COPCs identified in the Site Pond sediments include two VOCs (acetone
and carbon disulfide), and arsenic.

The Upland soils evaluated in the SLERA, included both the former drum disposal area (FDDA),
as well as other upland areas of the Site. COPCs identified within the Upland soils include one
pesticide (4-4’-DDT), five VOCs (1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene, ethylbenzene,
xylenes, and toluene), eight SVOCs (1,2,4-trichlorobenzene, 2,4-dimethylphenol, 4,6-dinitro-o-
cresol, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, di-n-butylphthalate, di-n-octylphthalate, fluoranthene, and
naphthalene) and six metals (chromium, copper, lead, mercury, vanadium, and zinc). Among
these, the maximum values of eight COPCs were measured in sample SB-3(04) within the
FDDA.
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Section 2: Exposure Assessment

For purpose of the exposure assessment, the Site was divided into five habitat areas, including
Upper Sutton Brook, Aquatic Wetland, Site Pond, Wetland Soil, and Upland Soil (including
FDDA). Based on the conceptual site model, complete exposure pathways were identified,
sampled, tested, and evaluated in each habitat area separately. Consistent with the site
conceptual model, exposure pathways, assessment endpoints, and measurement endpoints are
summarized in Table G-24.

The majority of the Site is unpaved and relatively flat, aside for the steeply sloped landfill lobes.
Outside the landfill lobes, the Site primarily consists of wetlands, including several individual
wetland areas (red maple swamp/floodplain associated with Sutton Brook [greater than 50 acres],
small man-made pond [approximately 2 acres], man-made areas subject to flooding {small
forested wetland area and a borrow pit], and an emergent wetland area).

The main hydrologic feature at the Site is Sutton Brook and associated tributaries and wetlands.
Sutton Brook is a medium gradient stream that includes both moderately moving water through
established banks and slower moving water through much wider and less-established channels.
Sutton Brook flows east to west through the property and divides the landfill into the Northern
and Southern Lobes. Sutton Brook originates in an upland area to the north of the Site and flows
off site with discharge to the Shawsheen River approximately 2,500 feet northwest of South
Street.

The ground surface across the Site consists of the landfill lobes, fill areas, wetland soils, and an
upper sand layer. The upland habitat area of the Site, outside of the landfill lobes, includes the
generally disturbed and impacted areas around the former residence/garage, the former drum
disposal area and associated work areas near the former entrance to the landfill.

The Site is bounded by a piggery, greenhouses, stables, and a wooded area to the north; a
wooded area, composting operation, cattle feedlot, Route 93, and the Boston & Maine railroad
line to the east; wetlands, conservation land and open space owned by the Town of Tewksbury,
and a number of residences along Carleton Road to the south; and wetlands and a number or
residences to the west.

Based on consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, there are no federally-listed
proposed, threatened or endangered species or critical habitat under the jurisdiction of the
USFWS known to occur in the project area. Consultation with Massachusetts Natural Heritage
and Endangered Species Program (MNHESP), indicated the potential occurrence of an
endangered moth, the New Jersey Tea Inchworm. A butterfly species of Special Concern, the
frosted elfin, had been documented as to occur in the vicinity of the Site. However, based on
habitat characterization conducted as part of the risk assessment, the MNHESP species of
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concern are not considered likely to occur at the Site due to the lack of available habitat,
including critical host plant species.

Potential receptors in Upper Sutton Brook include aquatic invertebrate and fish populations
exposed to COPCs in surface water or sediments. Aquatic invertebrate, amphibian populations,
and avian species were the receptors used in the Site Pond and Aquatic Wetland habitat areas.
The Wetland Soil habitat area was evaluated using terrestrial plants, soil invertebrates, and small
terrestrial mammal (short-tail shrew and eastern cottontail rabbit) receptors. Soils in the FDDA
were evaluated for terrestrial plants, soil invertebrates, and camnivorous bird (American robin)
receptors. Upland soils (excluding the FDDA) were evaluated for receptors including terrestrial
plants and soil invertebrates, and terrestrial wildlife (meadow vole and American robin).

Section 3: Ecological Effects Assessment

The risk to receptors in aquatic type habitat areas (Aquatic Wetland, Upper Sutton Brook, and
Site Pond) was evaluated on a screening level by comparing measured concentrations to effects-
based NOAEL surface water quality benchmarks, sediment quality benchmarks, and/or on the
basis of bioavailability as determined by acid volatile sulfide/simultaneous extracted metals
(AVS/SEM) analysis of sediments. The screening-level risk to receptors in terrestrial type
habitat areas (Wetland, Upland, and FDDA}) was evaluated by comparison of measured soil
concentrations to effects-based NOAEL soil benchmarks for terrestrial plants and soil
invertebrates, and wildlife toxicity reference values (TRVs) that were derived site-specifically
and used in food chain exposure risk models.

The site channel portion of the Brook directly between the landfill lobes was evaluated by
comparison of five surface water and sediment samples to effects-based NOAEL benchmarks in
the screening-level step. Further assessment of ecological effects of exposure in the site channel
portion of the Brook (located between the landfill lobes} was not conducted in the BERA,
because of the assumption that a remedy would have to address the high risk of COPCs in the
site channel.

Potential baseline risk of the COPCs on receptors in all reaches of the Upper Sutton Brook, with
the exception of surface water and sediments in the site channel, were evaluated by effects-
based, LOAEL benchmarks. Whole sediment toxicity testing was performed to evaluate the
potential toxicity of selected Southern Tributary sediment arsenic concentrations on benthic
invertebrate populations. Toxicity testing consisted of 10-day whole sediment toxicity tests
using the amphipod Hyalella azteca and dipteran aquatic insect Chironomus tentans.

Baseline risk to receptors in the Aquatic Wetland and Site Pond habitat areas was evaluated for
aquatic invertebrates and amphibians using effects-based LOAEL benchmarks for surface water
and sediments and semi-aquatic wildlife using TRVs derived site-specifically in food chain
models (Table G-23).
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Baseline risk to receptors in the Wetland soil habitat area was evaluated using effects-based,
LOAEL benchmarks for terrestrial plants, soil invertebrates, and semi-aquatic wildlife using
TRVs derived site-specifically in food chain models (Table G-23).

Baseline risk to receptors in the Upland Soil (excluding FDDA) habitat area was evaluated using
effects-based LOAEL benchmarks for terrestrial plants, soil invertebrates, and terrestrial wildlife
using TRVs derived site-specifically in food chain models (Table G-23).

Section 4: Risk Characterization

Risks to aquatic, semi-aquatic and terrestrial receptors were determined to be significant in the
following habitat areas (Table G-25):

o Upper Sutton Brook - site channel (sediments directly between the landfill lobes):
Unacceptable risk to aquatic invertebrates based on exposure to 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene,
ethylbenzene, and xylenes, among other contaminants (Table G-25). These risks are
based on exceedance of effects-based NOAEL benchmarks in the screening-level
ecological risk assessment.

e Upper Sutton Brook - site channel (surface water directly between the landfill lobes):
Unacceptable risk to aquatic life (e.g., fish, amphibians, invertebrates) from exposure to
4. 4’-DDT, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes, These risks are based on exceedance of
effects-based NOAEL surface water benchmarks or relevant water quality standards.

» Upland Soil (FDDA): Unacceptable risk to terrestrial plants from bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, ethylbenzene, naphthalene, and xylenes; unacceptable risks to soil
invertebrates from 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene, ethylbenzene,
toluene, and xylenes. Unacceptable risk to terrestrial wildlife (American robin) based on
food chain model dietary exposure to 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate,
di-n-octylphthalate, and xylenes.

o Upland Soil (excluding FDDA): Unacceptable risk to terrestrial wildlife (American
robin) based on food chain dietary exposure to di-n-octylphthalate and lead.
Unacceptable risk to soil invertebrates from exposure to zinc.

Section 5: Uncertainties

Ecological nisk assessments are subject to a variety of uncertainties as the result of both the
assumptions used to describe the site conditions, habitats and estimated receptor exposures, plus
variability in receptor exposure and toxicological response. As a result, the assessment must
estimate or infer the information concerning individuals to reach a conclusion about risk at the
population level.

The BERA provided a detailed evaluation of potential sources of uncertainty in the calculation of
risk (BERA Table 4-57). These uncertainties include a lack of medium-specific and species-
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specific benchmarks and toxicity data for some of the COPCs. Extrapolation of toxicity data
among species and limited data on the bioavailability of COPCs in each medium are factors that
contribute to uncertainty in the use of benchmarks.

Additional uncertainties are associated with dietary modeling because concentrations of the
COPCs in wildlife prey tissue was not measured but modeled instead using conservative uptake
factors.

The risks identified in the site channel portion of the Upper Sutton Brook and Upland Soil
habitat area of the FDDA, were not further evaluated in the BERA due to the presumption of a
remedy to address the high risk screening-level. Consequently, the risk characterization for these
habitat areas is based on effects-based, NOAEL screening values without additional site-specific
effects analysis.

3. Basis for Response Action
The baseline human health and ecological risk assessments revealed that:

» a future resident potentially exposed to compounds of concern in soils via ingestion
and dermal contact may present an unacceptable human health risk (exceedance of
10" cancer risk);

» a future resident or facility worker potentially exposed to compounds of concern in
groundwater via inhalation may present an unacceptable human health risk (HI of
concern);

¢ a future resident or facility worker potentially exposed to compounds of concern in
groundwater via ingestion may present an unacceptable human health risk(exceedance
of 10™ cancer risk and HI of concern); and

e unacceptable ecological risk exists to terrestrial plans and wildlife in Upland Soil,
aquatic invertebrates in Upper Sutton Brook sediments and aquatic life in Upper
Sutton Brook surface water.

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment. Groundwater, soils, surface water,
and sediments are to be the focus of the remedial action.
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H. REMEDIATION OBJECTIVES

Based on preliminary information relating to types of contaminants, environmental media of
concern, and potential exposure pathways, response action objectives (RAOs) were developed to
aid in the development and screening of alternatives. These RAOs were developed to mitigate,
restore and/or prevent existing and future potential threats to human health and the environment.
The RAQs for the remedy for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area are to:

Prevent direct contact/ingestion of landfill contents for the protection of human and
ecological receptors;

Prevent direct contact and ingestion of residual levels of SVOCs and VOCs in soils in
the FDDA and metals and SVOCs in soils in the GSA above applicable human health
or ecological based criteria;

Prevent direct exposure to impacted surface water and sediments in those areas of the
wetlands and brook determined by the ecological risk assessment;

Prevent contaminant migration via surface run-off and erosion through the “source
areas” to surface water or sediments in the brook or wetlands for the protection of
ecological receptors;

Control landfill gas;

For the protection of potential human receptors, reduce contaminant leaching via
infiltration through the “source areas” with subsequent migration to groundwater at
concentrations in excess of State or Federal Maximum Contaminant Levels (MMCLs
or MCLs) and applicable groundwater quality standards. For contaminants where no
State or Federal drinking water standard has been established, reduce leaching such
that groundwater concentrations will not exceed human health risk-based levels (i.e.,
greater than the carcinogenic target risk range of 10™ to 10® or non-carcinogenic
target organ Hazard Index of 1);

For the protection of potential human receptors, prevent exposure to groundwater
impacted by site contaminants at concentrations that exceed State or Federal drinking
water standards (MMCLs or MCLs). For contaminants where no State or Federal
drinking water standard has been established, prevent exposure to concentrations
which exceed human health risk-based levels (i.e., greater than the carcinogenic target
risk range of 10™ to 10°® or non-carcinogenic target organ Hazard Index of 1). For
contaminants that are a concern with respect to vapor intrusion, prevent exposure to
indoor air concentrations that are not protective of human health;

Limit the discharge of impacted groundwater to Sutton Brook to prevent site
contaminants in surface water or sediments from exceeding ecological based criteria
or unacceptable levels of risk to ecological receptors;

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
Record of Decision Page 41 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Summary

¢ Prevent migration of contaminants off-site via groundwater or surface water at levels
in excess of Federal and/or State standards/criteria or unacceptable levels of risk to
human or ecological receptors.

More specifically, the remedy will seek:

- To reduce the potential exposure of a future resident to carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic
hydrocarbons (benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene,
benzo(k)fluoranthene, dibenz(a,h)anthracene, and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene) in upland soils via
direct contact that may present a human health risk in excess of 10™ cancer risk such that the
cancer risk attributable to this medium is within the range of 10 to 10°® and complies with
ARARs

- To reduce the potential exposure of a future resident to toluene and xylenes in groundwater via
inhalation that may present a human health risk in excess of HI>1 such that the non-cancer risk
attributable to this medium is a HI which does not exceed one and complies with ARARs

- To reduce the potential exposure of a future resident to acrylonitrile, benzene, carbon
tetrachloride, ethyl methacrylate, ethylbenzene, methylene chloride, xylenes, 1,2-
dichloroethane, 1,4-dioxane, 4-methyl-2-pentanone, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, naphthalene,
tetrachloroethene, tetrahydrofuran, toluene, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, methylphenols, N-
nitrosodi-n-butylamine, N-nitrosopyrrolidine, antimony, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, and
manganese and zinc in groundwater via ingestion that may present a human health risk in excess
of 10™ cancer risk, or a HI>1 such that the cancer and non-cancer risk attributable to this medium
are within the range of 107 to 10" and a HI which does not exceed one and complies with
ARARs

- To reduce the potential exposure of a future facility worker to 1,4-dioxane, 4-methyl-2-
pentanone, acrylonitrile, vinyl chloride, and arsenic in groundwater via ingestion that may
present a human health risk in excess of 10™* cancer risk or HI>1 such that the cancer and non-
cancer risk attributable to this medium is within the range of 10™ to 10°° and a HI which does not
exceed one and complies with ARARs

- To reduce the potential exposure of a future facility worker to xylenes in groundwater via
inhalation that may present a human health risk in excess of HI>1 such that the non-cancer risk
attributable to this medium is a HI which does not exceed one and complies with ARARs

- To reduce the potential exposure of aquatic invertebrates to 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene,
ethylbenzene, and xylenes, among others in sediments directly between the landfill lobes that
may present an ecological risk in excess of NOAEL benchmarks such that the ecological risk
attributable to this medium complies with ARARSs

- To reduce the potential exposure of aquatic life (e.g., fish, amphibians, invertebrates) to 4,4’-
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DDT, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes in surface water directly between the landfill lobes that
may present an ecological risk in excess of effects-based, NOAEL surface water benchmarks or
water quality standards such that the ecological risk attributable to this medium complies with
ARARs

- To reduce the potential exposure of terrestrial plants to bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate,
ethylbenzene, naphthalene, and xylenes; soil invertebrates from 1,2,4-trimethylbenzene, 1,3,5-
trimethylbenzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylenes; and terrestrial wildlife (American robin)
based on food chain model dietary exposure tol,2,4-trimethylbenzene, bis(2-
ethylhexylphthalate, di-n-octylphthalate, and xylenes in soils at the FDDA such that the
ecological risk attributable to this medium complies with ARARs

- To reduce the potential exposure of American robin based on food chain dietary exposure to
di-n-octylphthalate and lead; and soil invertebrates from exposure to zinc in upland soils
(excluding FDDA) such that the ecological risk attributable to this medium complies with
ARARs

I. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
1. Statutory Requirements/Response Objectives

Under its legal authorities, EPA’s primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake
remedial actions that are protective of human health and the environment. In addition, Section
121 of CERCLA establishes several other statutory requirements and preferences, including: a
requirement that EPA's remedial action, when complete, must comply with all Federal and more
stringent State environmental and facility siting standards, requirements, criteria or limitations,
unless a waiver is invoked; a requirement that EPA select a remedial action that is cost-effective
and that utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and a preference for remedies in which
treatment which permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of the
hazardous substances is a principal element over remedies not involving such treatment.
Response alternatives were developed to be consistent with these Congressional mandates.

2. Technology and Alternative Development and Screening

CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan (NCP) set forth the process by which remedial
actions are evaluated and selected. In accordance with these requirements, a range of
alternatives were developed for the Site.

As described earlier (Sections E. and G.), the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site is comprised of
two major source areas (the Landfill Lobes and the Former Drum Disposal Area), one minor
source area (the Garage and Storage Area), and the Downgradient Groundwater Area. The
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RI/FS (including the Risk Assessment) studied and evaluated these areas discretely regarding the
nature and extent of contamination, as well as with regard to evaluating potential risk. Logically,
this led to evaluating and screening technologies, as well as developing, screening and evaluating
remedial alternatives, discretely, for each area.

With respect to source control, the RI/FS developed a range of alternatives (for the Former Drum
Disposal Area and the Garage and Storage Area) in which treatment that reduces the toxicity,
mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances is a principal element. This included an
alternative that removes or destroys hazardous substances to the maximum extent feasible,
eliminating or minimizing to the degree possible the need for long term management, This range
also included: alternatives that treat the principal threats posed by the Site, but vary in the degree
of treatment employed and the quantities and characteristics of the treatment residuals and
untreated waste that must be managed; alternative(s) that involve little or no treatment but
provide protection through engineering or institutional controls; and a no action alternative.
Consistent with EPA’s Guidance on Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill
Sites, alternatives in which treatment is a principal element were not developed for the Landfill
Lobes area because it was assumed that the Landfill Lobes would be capped.

With respect to ground water, the RI/FS developed a limited number of remedial alternatives (for
the Landfill Lobes, the Former Drum Disposal Area and the Downgradient Groundwater Area)
that attain site specific remediation levels within different time frames using different
technologies, and a no action alternative. The Garage and Storage Area is not considered a
source of groundwater contamination.

As discussed in Section 4 of the FS, soil and groundwater treatment technology options were
identified, assessed and screened based on implementability, effectiveness, and cost for each
discrete area. These technologies were combined into alternatives and screened in Section 5.
Section 6 of the FS presented the remedial alternatives developed by combining the technologies
identified in the previous screening process. The purpose of the initial screening was to narrow
the number of potential remedial actions for further detailed analysis, while preserving a range of
options. Each alternative was then evaluated in detail in Section 8 of the FS.

In summary, of the 2 source control and 7 management of migration alternatives for the Landfill
Lobes screened in Section 5 of the FS, 2 source control and 4 management of migration
alternatives were retained as possible options for the cleanup of this area of the Site. From this
initial screening, remedial options were combined, and 5§ Landfill Lobe alternatives were selected
for detailed analysis. For the Former Drum Disposal Area, of the 5 source control and 7
management of migration remedial alternatives screened in Section 5 of the FS, 3 source control
and 4 management of migration alternatives were retained as possible options for cleanup of this
area of the Site. From this initial screening, remedial options were combined, and 5 Former
Drum Disposal Area alternatives were selected for detailed analysis. For the Garage and Storage
Area, of the 4 source control remedial alternatives screened , 2 alternatives were retained as

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
Record of Decision Page 44 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Summary

possible options and underwent detailed analysis. For the Downgradient Groundwater Area, of
the 5 management of migration alternatives screened, 4 alternatives were retained as possible
options for the cleanup of this area and underwent detailed analysis.

J. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

This Section provides a narrative summary of the alternatives evaluated for each of these areas of
the Site:

- Landfill Lobes

- Former Drum Disposal Area
- Garage and Storage Area

- Downgradient Groundwater

1. Landfill Lobe Alternatives Analyzed

Each of the § Landfill Lobe alternatives is summarized below. A more complete, detailed
presentation of each alternative is found in Section 8 of the FS (Detailed analysis of Landfill
Lobe alternatives is found in attached Tables LF-1 through LF-4).

The Landfill Lobe alternatives analyzed for the Site include:
Alternative LF-1 — No Action
Alternative LF-2a —

e Containment of Waste

Landfill Lobes will be capped with a low permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover
system.

» Restoration of Wetlands and Brook

Wetlands restoration will be required due to construction impacts (including excavation
of approximately 750 cubic yards of contaminated sediments).

o Partial Containment of Groundwater with a Vertical Barrier

Groundwater will be contained via a vertical barrier along a portion of the Southern Lobe
to limit the direction of groundwater migration and to eliminate future impacts to Sutton
Brook via groundwater discharge. The barrier is estimated to be 1,700 linear feet to a
depth of approximately 30 feet below current grade. '

e Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) of Groundwater

Groundwater contamination will be addressed through natural attenuation processes. If
necessary, active groundwater remediation (extraction and treatment or an enhanced in-
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situ technology) would be implemented. Discussion of criteria to be used in determining
whether active groundwater remediation is necessary is located in Section L (The
Selected Remedy).

Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to prohibit landfill excavation,
restrict the future use/access to the landfill, and restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, surface water, landfill gas and leachate, and
conduct operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap
repairs, mowing, groundwater treatment plant operation, etc.).

Alternative LF-2b —

Containment of Waste

Landfill Lobes will be capped with a low permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover
system.

Restoration of Wetlands and Brook

Wetlands restoration will be required due to construction impacts (including excavation
of approximately 750 cubic yards of contaminated sediments).

Partial Containment of Groundwater with a Vertical Barrier

Groundwater will be contained via a vertical barrier along a portion of the Southern Lobe
to limit the direction of groundwater migration and to eliminate future impacts to Sutton
Brook via groundwater discharge. The barrier is estimated to be 1,700 linear feet to a
depth of approximately 30 feet below current grade.

Active Groundwater Remediation

At the Southern Lobe, groundwater will be extracted and treated at the western edge of
the lobe (at the end of the containment barrier). Due to the wide range of contaminants in
groundwater, further pre-design studies will be required to develop the precise
combination of treatment processes. The treatment processes will likely include metals
precipitation, UV-oxidation, carbon adsorption and/or air stripping. Pre-design studies
may also demonstrate that an enhanced in-situ technology may be appropriate. Treated
groundwater will be discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works or to surface
water on-site. Because of lower contaminant concentrations, natural attenuation
processes would be utilized to address groundwater at the Northern Lobe.
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Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to prohibit landfill excavation,
restrict the future use/access to the landfill, and restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, surface water, landfill gas and leachate, and
conduct operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap
repairs, mowing, groundwater treatment plant operation, etc.).

Alternative LF-3 —

Containment of Waste

Landfill Lobes will be capped with a low permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover
system.

Restoration of Wetlands and Brook

Wetlands restoration will be required due to construction impacts (including excavation
of approximately 750 cubic yards of contaminated sediments).

Contaminated Groundwater Collection and Treatment

Groundwater extraction and treatment will be performed at the downgradient edges of
both the Southern and Northern Lobes. Treated groundwater will be discharged to the
local publicly owned treatment works or to surface water on-site.

Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to prohibit landfill excavation,
restrict the future use/access to the landfill, and restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, surface water, landfill gas and leachate, and
conduct operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap
repairs, mowing, groundwater treatment plant operation, etc.).

Alternative LF-4 —

Containment of Waste

Landfill Lobes will be capped with a low permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover
system,

Re-routing of the Brook
Sutton Brook will be re-routed along the southern edge of the Southern Lobe.
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e Excavation of Impacted Sediment Hot Spots

Contaminated sediments from the original brook bed will be excavated (approximately
750 cubic yards).

o Partial Containment of Groundwater (Vertical Barrier)

Groundwater will be contained via a vertical barrier between the Southern Lobe and the
re-routed brook. The barrier is intended to prevent recontamination of the brook from
migration of contaminated groundwater.

o  Groundwaler Remediation

At the Southern Lobe, groundwater will be extracted and treated at the western edge of
the lobe (at the end of the containment barrier). Due to the wide range of contaminants in
groundwater, further pre-design studies will be required to develop the precise
combination of treatment processes. The treatment processes will likely include metals
precipitation, UV-oxidation, carbon adsorption and/or air stripping. Pre-design studies
may also demonstrate that an enhanced in-situ technology may be appropriate. Treated
groundwater will be discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works or to surface
water on-site. Because of lower contaminant concentrations, natural attenuation
processes would be utilized to address groundwater at the Northern Lobe.

e [nstitutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to prohibit landfill excavation,
restrict the future use/access to the landfill, and restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.

e Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, surface water, landfill gas and leachate, and
conduct operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap
repairs, mowing, groundwater treatment plant operation, etc.).

2. Former Drum Disposal Area Alternatives Analyzed

Each of the 5 Former Drum Disposal Area alternatives is summarized below. A more complete,
detailed presentation of each alternative is found in Section 8 of the FS. (Detailed analysis of
Former Drum Disposal Area alternatives is found in attached Tables FDDA-1 through FDDA-
5).

The Former Drum Disposal Area alternatives analyzed for the Site include:
Alternative FDDA-1 — No Action
Alternative FDDA-2 —
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Containment of Soils (with Cap)

Contaminated soils will be capped in place with a low permeability RCRA Subtitle C
waste cover system.

Containment of Groundwater (through Extraction and Ex-Situ Treatment)

Groundwater will be extracted and treated to provide containment of the contaminated
plume utilizing an estimated 4 extraction wells to act as a hydraulic barrier. Treated
groundwater will be discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works or to surface
water on-site.

Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to prohibit landfill excavation,
restrict the future use/access to the landfill and to restrict the future use of groundwater
until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).

Alternative FDDA -3 —

Excavation, Treatment and/or Disposal of Soils

Approximately 8,900 cubic yards of soils contaminated in excess of site-specific cleanup
levels will be excavated for consolidation in the Landfill Lobes prior to lobe capping. If
it is determined to be more cost-effective, these soils may also be disposed of at an
appropriate off-site facility.

Hydraulic Containment of Groundwater (through Extraction and Ex-Situ Treatment)

Groundwater will be extracted and treated to provide containment of the contaminated
plume utilizing an estimated 4 extraction wells to act as a hydraulic barrier. Treated
groundwater will be discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works or to surface
water on-site.

Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).
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Alternative FDDA-4 —

Excavation, Treatment and/or Disposal of Soils

Approximately 8,900 cubic yards of soils contaminated in excess of site-specific ¢leanup
levels will be excavated for consolidation in the landfill lobes prior to lobe capping. If'it
is determined to be more cost-effective, these soils may also be disposed of at an
appropriate off-site facility.

Groundwater Remediation (Focused Mass Reduction)

Groundwater contamination will be addressed through natural attenuation processes. If
necessary, active groundwater remediation (extraction and treatment or an enhanced in-
situ technology) would be implemented. Discussion of criteria to be used in determining
whether active groundwater remediation is necessary is located in Section L (The
Selected Remedy).

Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary),

Alternative FDDA-5 —

Excavation, Treatment and/or Disposal of Soils

Approximately 8,900 cubic yards of soils, contaminated in excess of site-specific cleanup
levels, will be excavated for consolidation in the landfill lobes prior to lobe capping. If it
is determined to be more cost-effective, these soils may also be disposed of at an
appropriate off-site facility.

Groundwater Extraction and Ex-Situ Treatment for Area-Wide Contaminant Reduction

Groundwater extraction and treatment will be implemented over the impacted area
utilizing and estimated 5 extraction wells for an aggressive approach to meet groundwater
cleanup levels in this area in an accelerated timeframe. Treated groundwater will be
discharged to the local publicly owned treatment works or to surface water on-site.

Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include instituticnal controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.
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» Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).

3. Garage and Storage Area Alternatives Analyzed

Both of the Garage and Storage Area alternatives are summarized below. A more complete,
detailed presentation of each alternative is found in Section 8 of the FS.

Note: As described in Section G., this area was evaluated in the risk assessment as the Former
Residence, Garage and Storage Area. The Former Residence portion of the property did not
present a potential risk under the exposure pathways evaluated in the risk assessment by EPA.
Because of this, alternatives were not developed for the Former Residence portion of the
property, and the Former Residence is not referred to in the alternatives or Selected Remedy
discussions.

(Detailed analysis of Garage and Storage Area alternatives is found in attached Tables GSA-1
and GSA-2).

The Garage and Storage Area aliernatives analyzed for the Site include:
Alternative GSA-1 — No Action
Alternative GSA-2 —

o Soil Excavation and Disposal

Soils contaminated in excess of site-specific cleanup levels, will be excavated for
consolidation in the landfill lobes prior to lobe capping. If it is determined to be more
cost-effective, these soils may also be disposed of at an appropriate off-site facility.

4. Downgradient Groundwater Alternatives Analyzed
Each of the 4 Downgradient Groundwater alternatives is summarized below. A more complete,
detailed presentation of each alternative is found in Section 8 of the FS. (Detailed analysis of

Downgradient Groundwater alternatives is found in attached Tables DGGW-1 through
DGGW-4).

The Downgradient Groundwater alternatives analyzed for the Site include:

Alternative DGGW-] — No Action
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Alternative DGGW-2 -

In-Situ Remediation

Groundwater contamination will be addressed through natural attenuation processes with
a contingency for active groundwater treatment if necessary. Discussion of criteria to be
used in determining whether active groundwater remediation 1s necessary is located in
Section L (The Sclected Remedy).

Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).

Alternative DGGW-3 —

Groundwater Containment and Treatment

Groundwater containment will be accomplished through extraction and treatment,
utilizing an estimated 3 extraction wells to minimize downgradient migration of
contaminated groundwater. Treated groundwater will be discharged to the local publicly
owned treatment works or to surface water on-site.

Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary).

Alternative DGGW-4 —

Groundwater Extraction and Ex-Situ Treatment for Area-Wide Contaminant Reduction

This alternative is an aggressive approach, utilizing an estimated 10 extraction wells, that
seeks contaminant mass reduction through groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment
of extensive volume of groundwater from throughout the downgradient groundwater
area. Treated groundwater will be discharged to the local publicly owned treatment
works or to surface water on-site.

Institutional Controls

This alternative will also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of
groundwater until remedial goals are met.
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» Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

This alternative will monitor groundwater, and conduct operation and maintenance
activities (if necessary). ‘

K. SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that at a minimum EPA is required to
consider in its assessment of alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory mandates, the
NCP articulates nine evaluation criteria to be used in assessing the individual remedial
alternatives.

A detailed analysis was performed on the alternatives using the nine evaluation criteria in order
to select a site remedy. The following is a summary of the comparison of each alternative’s
strength and weakness with respect to the nine evaluation criteria. These criteria are summarized
as follows:

Threshold Criteria

The two threshold criteria described below must be met in order for the alternatives to be eligible
for selection in accordance with the NCP:

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a
remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each
pathway are eliminated, reduced or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or
institutional controls.

2.  Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs)
addresses whether or not a remedy will meet all Federal environmental and more
stringent State environmental and facility siting standards, requirements, criteria or
limitations, unless a waiver is invoked.

Primary Balancing Criteria

The following five criteria are utilized to compare and evaluate the elements of one alternative to
another that meet the threshold criteria:

3. Long-term effectiveness and permanence addresses the criteria that are utilized to
assess alternatives for the long-term effectiveness and permanence they afford, along
with the degree of certainty that they will prove successful.

- 4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment addresses the degree to
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which alternatives employ recycling or treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or
volume, including how treatment is used to address the principal threats posed by the
Site.

5. Short term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and
any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the
construction and implementation period, until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and services needed to implement a particular
option.

7. Cost includes estimated capital and Operation Maintenance (O&M) costs, as well as
present-worth costs.

Modifving Criteria

The modifying criteria are used as the final evaluation of remedial alternatives, generally after
EPA has received public comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Plan:

8. State acceptance addresses the State’s position and key concerns related to the preferred
alternative and other alternatives, and the State’s comments on ARARs or the proposed
use of waivers.

9. Community acceptance addresses the public’s general response to the alternatives
described in the Proposed Plan and RI/FS report.

Following the detailed analysis of each individual alternative, a comparative analysis, focusing
on the relative performance of each alternative against the nine criteria, was conducted. This
comparative analysis can be found in Section 8 of the FS, as well as in Tables 9-1, 9-2, 9-3 and
9-4 of the FS, and attached to this ROD as Tables K-1, K-2 K-3 and K-4.

The section below presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative summary of the alternatives
and the strengths and weaknesses according to the detailed and comparative analysis for each of

the areas evaluated in the FS. Only those alternatives which satisfied the first two threshold
criteria were balanced and modified using the remaining seven criteria.

1. Landfill Lobes

{Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative
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provides adeguate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks
posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment,
engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.

All of the alternatives evaluated, with the exception of LF-1 (the No Action Alternative), will be
protective of human health and the environment by eliminating, reducing, and controlling current
and future risks through treatment, containment and/or institutional controls.

Alternatives, LF-2a, LF-2b, LF-3 and LF-4 address current and potential future exposure risks
through institutional controls, containment and treatment (LF-2a with a contingency for an active
groundwater treatment technology, if needed), restricting exposure to the landfill waste (through
containment and institutional controls), and preventing the use of groundwater in this area until
RAOs are attained.

Groundwater RAOs will be attained and exposure risks will be controlled with alternative LF-2
and LF-4 using containment (vertical barrier) and either in-situ natural attenuation processes
(LF-2a with a contingency for an active groundwater treatment technology, if needed) or focused
active treatrent at the Southern Lobe and natural attenuation at the Northern Lobe (LF-2b); or
with alternative LF-3 through groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment at both lobes.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Reguirements

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and
limitations which are collectively referred to as "ARARs, " unless such ARARs are waived under

CERCLA section 121(d)(4).

Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria,
or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifically address hazardous
substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, the location of the site, or other
circumstances present af the site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those substantzve
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated

under Federal or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the
site, the remedial action itself, the site location or other circumstances at the site, nevertheless
address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the site that their use
is well-suited to the site.

Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a
basis for invoking a waiver.
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Alternative LF-1 will not meet chemical specific ARARSs as no remedial actions will be
performed to reduce concentrations in sediments, surface water and groundwater. Alternatives
LF-2a, LF-2b and LF-3 can be designed to comply with chemical, location and action specific
ARARs. Aftainment of chemical specific ARARs with regard to groundwater will not occur
immediately, but rather, over a period of time once source control measures are implemented and
in-situ or ex-situ remedial processes break down contaminants. The estimated timeframe to
achieve the chemical specific ARARs for these alternatives (LF-2a, LF-2b and LF-4) are within
the same order of magnitude, estimated to be in the 65 to 200 year range. Alternative LF-3,
which incorporates groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment, was estimated to meet cleanup
goals in a slightly quicker timeframe (50 to 165 years). Alternative LF-4 can be designed and
implemented to comply with applicable chemical and action specific ARARs; however the brook
re-routing component of this alternative will most likely not meet location specific ARARs.
Under inter alia Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection
Act, it must be demonstrated that there is no practicable alternative to LLF-4 that would be less
damaging, in terms of magnitude, to the resource areas. Because alternatives LF-2a, LF-2b and
LF-3 present viable options that are less damaging to the existing on-site resource areas, the
impacts to resource areas under LF-4 would not unavoidable.

As a result, alternatives LF-2a, LF-2b and LF-3 are the only alternatives that appear to be able to
be designed and implemented to comply with all ARARs.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once
clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the
adequacy and reliability of controls.

With the exception of the No-Action alternative, all alternatives provide a comparable level of
long term effectiveness and permanence in regards to the landfill waste. The effectiveness and
permanence are dependent on the adequacy of maintenance.

Alternatives LF-2a, LF-2b and LF-3 which incorporate sediment excavation provide the highest
level of long-term effectiveness for the brook sediments since the material is removed from the
area, preventing current and potential future exposure. Alternative LF-4 is effective in reducing
risks associated with the impacted sediments; however, since some of the contaminated
sediments remain in place (and covered), the long-term effectiveness is reduced compared to LF-
2a, LF-2b and LF-3.

For groundwater, each alternative (with the exception of the No-Action alternative) prevents
future potential risks via institutional controls and/or groundwater remediation. Alternatives LF-
2a, LF-2b and LF-4 use a combination of a permanent vertical barrier for containment and a
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focused groundwater remedial action at the downgradient end of the barrier. Alternative LF-2a
incorporates a phased approach to the groundwater remedy, starting with monitored natural
attenuation (MNA) with a contingency for active groundwater treaiment based on the monitoring
results. Alternatives LF-2b, LF-3 and LF-4 incorporate active treatment of groundwater (either
in-situ technologies or extraction and ex-situ treatment).

Overall, LF-2a, LF-2b and LF-4 provide a higher level of reliability in groundwater containment
over LF-3 since the vertical barrier is a permanent physical barrier; whereas, under alternative
LF-3, containment is dependent upon groundwater extraction. LF-2a, LF-2b, LF-3 and LF-4
each have a good expectation of permanence. However, for each of these alternatives, some risk
of contaminant rebound (after cleanup levels have been achieved) does exist, due to uncertainties
of contaminant flow in groundwater. Permanence of the groundwater remedial actions must be
evaluated over time (even following achievement of clean-up goals) to assess the ability to
sustain the cleanup goals once the remedial action is complete

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

Treatment of the landfill waste or excavated brook sediments is not proposed or anticipated for
any of the LF alternatives. While mobility of contaminants is expected to be greatly reduced due
to the landfill cover system, this will not be accomplished through treatment.

Alternative LF-2a does not provide for active groundwater remediation unless the contingency
for active groundwater remediation is triggered. Active groundwater treatment (either extraction
and ex-situ or enhanced in-situ) is a component of alternatives LF-2b, LF-3 and LF-4, with LF-3
expected to provide the greatest reduction of toxicity and volume through treatment, due to
larger number of extraction wells, and volume of water to be extracted and treated. LF-2b
provides for active groundwater treatment at the Southern Lobe and monitored natural
attenuation at the Northern Lobe.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and
operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved,

No short-term impacts to the local community, on-site remedial workers or the environment will
occur under alternative LF-1. At the present time, South Street in Tewksbury is the only road
with access to the Site. Impacts from alternatives LF-2a, LF-2b, LF-3 and LF-4 to the local
community are expected to be significant due to the increased truck traffic during construction

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Supeifund Site, Tewksbury, Massachuselts September 2007
Record of Decision Page 57 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Summary

activities. Concerns about the potentially significant additional truck traffic on South Street have
been vocalized by the community.

For the groundwater component of the alternative, the short-term impacts to the local
community, on-site remedial workers and the environment are anticipated to be slightly higher
for LF-3 due to the lengthier construction time and the larger impacts to the wetlands (during
extraction well and piping installation). Alternatives LF-2b and LF-4 are comparable for the
groundwater component of the remedy with LF-2a being lower assuming fewer
construction/installation components.

For the sediment/ brook component of the alternative, however, alternative LF-4 will provide the
highest short term impacts to the local community, on-site remedial works and the environment
compared to LF-2a, LF-2b and LF-3 due to the increased construction time and the increased
amount of resource area impacted during the brook filling and re-routing,

Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials,
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.

For the landfill final cover system, all of the alternatives are readily implementable, as they
require no construction (LF-1) or common construction activities (landfill final cover system)
that are straightforward to implement (LF-2 through LF-4). The presence of the wetland
resource areas and Sutton Brook surrounding the landfill lobes will present some challenges with
the design and construction; however, they are comparable for LF-2 through LF-4.

The groundwater component for alternative LF-1 is easily implementable since no construction
activities are requireded to be implemented. Installation of the vertical barrier for LF-2 and LF-4
is a common construction activity, readily implementable; however, there may be some design
and construction challenges that will require coordination in conjunction with the final landfill
cover system design and construction due to the proximity of the brook and the edge of waste
(Southern Lobe). Installation of the groundwater extraction and treatment system for LF-3 is
straightforward; however, LF-3 has similar design and construction issues as LF-2 and LF-4 due
to the proximity of the edge of waste to the wetlands and brook. Detailed pre-design, pilot,
and/or bench scale studies will be required for LF-2b, LF-3, and LLF-4 (and potentially LF-2a) to
allow effective design and implementation of the remedial action.

The brook sediment component of the landfill alternatives is straightforward and readily
implementable for LF-2 and LF-3; sediment removal and brook restoration with LF-2 and LF-3
will present significantly fewer challenges to implement than re-routing the brook with LF-4,
both in design and construction,
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All materials and services required for implementation are readily available either commercially
or via specialized vendors for all alternatives.

Cost

LF-1 $0

LF-2a $ 20.52 million
LF-2b $ 25.22 million

LF-3 §40.93-51.13 million
LF-4 § 31.42 million

Note: The cost estimate for Alternative LF-2a assumes that MNA will be sufficient. The
estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for Aiternative LF-2a

is $4.7 million

Back-up information supporting the costs for these alternatives can be found in Appendix D of
the FS.

State Acceptance

The Commonwealth of Massachuselts has indicated its support for the selected remedy by
providing its concurrence in the attached letter (see Appendix A).

Community Acceptance

From June 28, 2007 through July 28, 2007, EPA held a public comment period to seek input
from the community regarding remedial cleanup alternatives evaluated for the Site. In addition
to written comments provided to EPA, comments were received during a Public Hearing held on
July 18, 2007,

Concern was expressed by many commenters regarding potential negative impacts from trucking
activities associated with all Landfill Lobes alternatives. The development and/or use of an

alternate route to access the site was urged. A summary of the comments received and EPA’s
response to comments is included in the Responsiveness Summary portion of this ROD (Part 3).

2. Former Drum Disposal Area

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks
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posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment,
engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.

All of the alternatives, with the exception of FDDA-1, will be protective of human health and the
environment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling current and future risks through treatment,
containment and/or institutional controls.

Alternatives FDDA-2 through FDDA-5 all address current exposure risks through institutional
controls, restricting potable use of groundwater, soil removal or containment, and groundwater
remediation, until RAOs are attained. Groundwater RAOs will be attained with alternative
FDDA-4 using in-situ natural attenuation processes with a contingency for active groundwater
treatment and with alternatives FDDA-2, FDDA-3 and FDDA-5 through groundwater extraction
and ex-situ treatment.

For the impacted soils, alternative FDDA-2 utilizes a containment barrier (e.g. low permeability
cap) and institutional controls to control exposure. Alternatives FDDA-3 through FDDA-5 all
incorporate soil excavation to eliminate exposure risks associated with the impacted soils (as
well as eliminating the need for cap maintenance).

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and
limitations which are collectively referred to as “ARARs, " unless such ARARs are waived under
CERCLA section 121(d}(4).

Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria,
or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifically address hazardous
substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, the location of the site, or other
circumsitances present at the site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those subsiantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated

under Federal or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the
site, the remedial action itself, the site location or other circumstances at the site, nevertheless
address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the site that their use
is well-suited to the site.

Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a
basis for invoking a waiver.

Alternative FDDA-1 will not meet chemical specific ARARs as no remedial actions will be
performed to reduce concentrations in soils and groundwater. The remaining alternatives can be

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
Record of Decision Page 60 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Summary

designed to comply with chemical, location and action specific ARARs (summarized in
Appendix D and in Section 3 of the Feasibility Study). Attainment of chemical specific ARARs
with regard to groundwater will not occur immediately, but rather, over a period of time once
source control measures are implemented and in-situ or ex-situ-treatment processes break down
contaminants. The estimated timeframe to achieve groundwater chemical specific ARARSs for
alternatives FDDA-3, FDDA-4, and FDDA-5 are within the same order of magnitude (24 to 89
years for FDDA-3, 36 to 103 years for FDDA-4, and 23 to 85 years for FDDA-5) since the
source material is removed, with a differential of approximately 10 to 15 years between the
slowest and quickest alternatives primarily due to whether the groundwater component has active
treatment or MNA. Alternative FDDA-2 has a wider range in the estimated timeframe (30 to
134 years) to meet groundwater ARARSs due to the uncertainty of timeframes for soil
contaminants to leach into groundwater. The alternatives that incorporate groundwater
extraction and ex-situ treatment with soil excavation (FDDA-3 and FDDA-5) were estimated to
meet cleanup goals in the quickest timeframe of approximately 23 to 89 years, but not
significantly quicker than FDDA-4 (36 to 103 years), which utilizes MNA.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once
clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the
adequacy and reliability of controls.

The three alternatives that incorporate soil excavation (FDDA-3, FDDA-4, and FDDA-5)
provide the highest level of long-term effectiveness and permanence, since the material is
removed from the area, preventing the potential for direct contact, as well as future leaching of
contaminants from soils to groundwater. Alternative FDDA-2 is effective in reducing risks
associated with the impacted soils; however, since the material remains in place, the long-term
effectiveness is reduced compared to FDDA-3, FDDA-4, and FDDA-5. Even with an
impermeable barrier, the potential exists for future leaching into groundwater since residuals
remain.

Alternatives FDDA-2 through FDDA-5 each prevent future potential risks via institutional
controls and various forms of remedial actions. Alternative FDDA-5 is the more aggressive
option as it extracts groundwater over the entire FDDA plume potentially resulting in a reduced
timeframe to achieve RAOs compared to the other FDDA alternatives (although modeling does
not demonstrate the potential advantage — FDDA-3 and FDDA-35 are both estimated to meet
cleanup goals in approximately 23-89 years). Alternatives FDIDA-2 and FDDA-3 are similar to
FDDA-5 in that they involve groundwater extraction and treatment; however, the goal is
hydraulic containment/contaminant reduction. Because of this, in Alternatives FDDA-2 and
FDDA-3, groundwater is extracted only along the downgradient edge of the FDDA. Alternative
FDDA-4 capitalizes on existing natural attenuation processes occurring in this area with a
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contingency for active groundwater treatment to provide long-term effectiveness and
permanence,

Alternatives FDDA-2 through FDDA-5 all have a good expectation of permanence. However,
some risk of contaminant rebound (after cleanup levels have been achieved) does exist, due to
uncertainties of contaminant flow in groundwater. Permanence of the groundwater remedial
actions must be evaluated over time (even following achievement of clean-up goals) to assess the
ability to sustain the cleanup goals once the remedial action is complete.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

Treatment of impacted soils is not proposed for any of the FDDA alternatives. Therefore,
although mobility is expected to be greatly reduced by cover systems in all alternatives, this
reduction will not be achieved through treatment.

The toxicity and volume of contaminants in groundwater will be reduced for alternatives FDDA-
2, FDDA-3 and FDDA-5 through ex-situ treatment technologies, and the migration of
contaminants will be reduced via the groundwater extraction component of the treatment system.
FDDA-4 does not provide for active groundwater remediation unless the contingency for active
groundwater remediation is triggered. The contaminant mass destroyed in groundwater through
treatment will be comparable for alternatives FDDA-3 and FDDA-5. If the contingency for
active groundwater remediation is triggered, the contaminant mass destroyed in groundwater
through treatment in alternative FDDA-4 will be comparable to alternatives FDDA-3 and
FDDA-5. Since a larger contaminant mass will be present within the FDDA with alternative
FDDA-2 because no soil excavation would occur, this groundwater component will likely treat a
higher amount of mass during its operation when compared to FDDA-2, FDDA-3 and FDDA-3.

Shori-Term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and
operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved.

The three alternatives that incorporate soil excavation (FDDA-3, FDDA-4, and FDDA-5)
provide the highest level of short-term effectiveness since the material is removed from the area.

The short-term implementation impacts are anticipated to be slightly higher for FDDA-2,
FDDA-3 and FDDA-5. Due to the location of extraction wells and the need for access roads to
each well (access for O&M and for installation of extraction piping and electrical conduit),
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slightly higher impacts to the adjacent wetland resource area are anticipated. FDDA-5 will
require the most disruption/destruction, with FDDA-2 and FDDA-3 reduced, yet comparable to
one another.

The estimated timeframe to achieve RAQs for alternatives FDDA-3, FDDA-4, and FDDA-5 are
within the same order of magnitude since the source material is removed, with the quickest
timeframe estimated for FDDA-5, followed by FDDA-3. Alternative FDDA-2 has the potential
to be the lengthiest timeframe since infiltration is reduced (but not eliminated) through the cap.

Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials,
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.

For the soil component, all alternatives are easily implementable, requiring common construction
activities.

For the groundwater component, while FDDA-4 requires little construction when compared with
FDDA-2, FDDA-3 and FDDA-5, all alternatives can be implemented readily.

All materials and services required for implementation are readily available either commercially
or via specialized vendors for all alternatives.

Cost

FDDA-1 $0

FDDA-2 § 7.53-8.33 million
FDDA-3 § 7.62-9.22 million
FDDA-4 $2.81 million
FDDA-5 $ 9.93-12.33 million

Note: The cost estimate for Alternative FDDA-4 assume that MNA will be sufficient. The
estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for Alternative
IDDA-4 is $4.5 million

Back-up information supporting the costs for these alternatives can be found in Appendix D of
the FS.

State Acceptance
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has indicated its support for the selected remedy by
providing its concurrence in the attached letter (see Appendix A).

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts ' September 2007
Record of Decision Page 63 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Summary

Community Acceptance

From June 28, 2007 through July 28, 2007, EPA held a public comment period to seek input
from the community regarding remedial cleanup alternatives evaluated for the Site. In addition
to written comments provided to EPA, comments were received during a Public Hearing held on
July 18, 2007.

Comments were received in support of Alternative FDDA-4, as well as in support of FDDA-3
which has active groundwater treatment as a component. A summary of the comments received
and EPA’s response to comments is included in the Responsiveness Summary portion of this
ROD (Part 3).

3. Garage and Storage Area

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks
posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment,
engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.

Alternative GSA-1 (No Action) is the least protective of the two options as no action would be
taken to eliminate or control exposure risks. Potential future risks would remain and RAOs will
not be achieved. Alternative GSA-2 will effectively eliminate current and/or potential future
exposure risks as the material will be excavated and removed from the GSA.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and
limitations which are collectively referred to as "ARARs, " unless such ARARs are waived under
CERCLA section 121(d)}(4).

Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria,
or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifically address hazardous
substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, the location of the site, or other
circumstances present at the site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated

under Federal or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the
site, the remedial action itself, the site location or other circumstances at the site, nevertheless
address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the site that their use
is well-suited to the site.
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Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a
basis for invoking a waiver.

Alternative GSA-1 will not meet chemical specific ARARs as no remedial actions will be
performed to reduce contaminant concentrations in soils. Alternative GSA-2 can be designed to
comply with chemical, location and action specific ARARs.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers 1o expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy (0 maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once
clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the
adequacy and reliability of controls.

Through excavation and disposal beneath the landfill final cover system, alternative GSA-2 will
provide long term effectiveness and permanence as residual risks will be eliminated within the
GSA area.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

Treatment of the impacted soils is not proposed or anticipated for GSA-2.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and
operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved,

The short-term impacts from Alternative GSA-2 are anticipated to be minimal and controllable
due to the relatively small volume of soils requiring removal, the short duration of construction

activity and the proximity to on-site disposal areas.

RAOs will be met for GSA-2 upon removal of the impacted soils, anticipated after 1 to 2 years
(includes timing for design, implementation, and confirmatory analysis).

Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design
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through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials,
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.

GSA-2 is readily implementable. Soil excavation is a common technique, straight forward and
reliable to implement.

Cost

GSA-1 50
GSA-2 $ 200,000

Back-up information supporting the costs for these alternatives can be found in Appendix D of
the FS.

State Acceptance
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has indicated its support for the selected remedy by
providing its concurrence in the attached letter (see Appendix A).

Community Acceptance

From June 28, 2007 through July 28, 2007, EPA held a public comment period to seek input
from the community regarding remedial cleanup alternatives evaluated for the Site. In addition
to written comments provided to EPA, comments were received during a Public Hearing held on
July 18, 2007.

A summary of the comments received and EPA’s response to comments is included in the
Responsiveness Summary portion of this ROD (Part 3).

4. Downgradient Groundwater Area

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks
posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment,
engineering controls, and/or institutional controls.

All of the alternatives, with the exception of DGGW-1, will be protective of human health and
the environment under this scenario by eliminating, reducing, or controlling current and future
risks through remedial actions and/or institutional controls.

Alternative DGGW-1 is the least protective of the four options as no action would be taken to
reduce concentrations in groundwater or to control exposure risks. Under this alternative, there
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would be no restrictions on groundwater use. The three remaining alternatives, DGGW-2,
DGGW-3, and DGGW-4, all address current exposure risks through institutional controls,
restricting potable use of groundwater in this area until RAOs are attained. Groundwater RAOs
will be attained with alternative DGGW-2 using in-situ natural attenuation processes (with a
contingency for an active treatment component based on the monitoring results) and with
alternatives DGGW-3 and DGGW-4 through groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment.

-

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Reguirements

Section 121{d) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards, criteria, and
limitations which are collectively referred to as “"ARARs, " unless such ARARs are waived under
CERCLA section 121(d)(4).

Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria,
or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that specifically address hazardous
substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, the location of the site, or other
circumstances present at the site. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those substantive
environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated

under Federal or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials found at the
site, the remedial action itself, the site location or other circumstances at the site, nevertheless
address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered af the site that their use
is well-suited to the site.

Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all of the applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental statutes or provides a
basis for invoking a waiver.

Alternative DGGW-1 will not meet chemical specific ARARs as no remedial actions will be
performed to reduce contaminant concentrations in groundwater. The remaining alternatives can
be designed to meet chemical, location, and action specific ARARs. Attainment of chemical
specific ARARs will not occur in the immediate short-term, but rather, over a period of time
once source control measures are implemented and in-situ or ex-situ treatment processes break
down contaminants. The estimated timeframe to achieve chemical specific ARARs for
alternatives DGGW-2 (67-79 years), DGGW-3 (57-68 years), and DGGW-4 (53-66 years) are
within the same order of magnitude,

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once
clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the
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adequacy and reliability of controls.

Alternatives DGGW-2, DGGW-3, and DGGW-4 prevent future potential risks via institutional
controls and various forms of remedial actions.

Alternative DGGW-4 is the most aggressive option as it extracts groundwater over the entire
DGGW plume, potentially resulting in a reduced time to achieve RAOs compared to the other
DGGW alternatives. Alternative DGGW-3 is similar to DGGW-4 in that it involves
groundwater extraction and treatment, but with fewer extraction wells and lower extraction rate.
Alternative DGGW-2 capitalizes on existing natural attenuation processes occurring in this area
and, with a contingency for active groundwater treatment based on the monitoring results,
provides long-term effectiveness and permanence.

As with the previous groundwater remedies, some risk of contaminant rebound (after cleanup
levels have been achieved), does exist, due to uncertainties of contaminant flow in groundwater,
Permanence of the groundwater remedial actions must be evaluated over time (even following
achievement of clean-up goals) to assess the ability to sustain the cleanup goals once the
remedial action is complete. '

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated
performance of the (reatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy.

DGGW-2 utilizes natural attenuation processes to address groundwater contamination and
therefore does not meet the treatment requirements for this criteria (unless the contingency for
active treatment is triggered). However, the processes will be permanent, with no treatment
residuals to handle. The toxicity and volume of contaminants in groundwater will be reduced for
alternatives DGGW-3 and DGGW-4 through ex-situ treatment technologies; the migration of
contaminants will be reduced via the groundwater extraction component of the treatment system.
The mass destroyed through treatment will be comparable for alternatives DGGW-3 and
DGGW-4, however, the timeframe to destroy the mass has been assumed to be expedited with
DGGW-4. 1t is anticipated that alternatives DGGW-3 and DGGW-4 will produce residuals
requiring off-site disposal (e.g. sludge from metals treatment) or treatment (e.g. carbon).

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and
operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved.
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The short-term impacts to the local community and on-site remedial workers are anticipated to
be minimal for all alternatives. However, the impacts to the environment, specifically the
wetland resource area, from alternatives DGGW-3 and DGGW-4 are anticipated to be high.
With the installation of groundwater extraction wells throughout the DGGW area, destruction of
wetlands will be required to access, install, and maintain the groundwater extraction wells. In
addition, a gravel roadway (accessible by vehicle) will be required to each extraction point to
access the well and for installation of the extraction piping and utility conduits. With fewer
extraction wells, DGGW-3 will require significantly less destruction of the wetland resource area
{anticipated 5,050 sq ft) compared to DGGW-4 (anticipated 35,740 sq ft).

Impacts under DGGW-2 are anticipated to be minimal during installation of additional
monitoring wells and during monitoring activities. Access to wells during long-term monitoring
events can be on foot, not requiring access roads through the wetlands.

As discussed above, the estimated timeframe to achieve RAOs for alternatives DGGW-2 through
DGGW-4 are within the same order of magnitude. Through modeling, alternative DGGW-4 (53-
66 years) is anticipated to achieve RAOs quickest, followed by DGGW-3 (57-68 years)} and then
DGGW-2 (67-79 years).

Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and adminisirative feasibility of a remedy from design
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials,
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.

DGGW-2 is easily implementable since limited construction activities are required to be
implemented. As discussed above, installation of the groundwater extraction and treatment
systems for DGGW-3 and DGGW-4 will present potential construction issues, with access
concerns, destruction of wetlands, etc. Potential issues with discharging the treated groundwater
(due to excessive volume) may arise if one of these alternatives (DGGW-3 or DGGW-4) is
coupled with other high volume extraction rate alternatives (e.g. LF-3). The POTW or surface
water can handle the discharge from an individual alternative; however in the event that more
than one alternative requiring discharge is implemented, an evaluation will be required to
determine if one discharge method will be sufficient, or if a combination of discharge methods
will be required. Despite these issues, DGGW-3 and DGGW-4 are implementable.

All materials and services required for implementation are readily available either commercially
or via specialized vendors for all alternatives. None of the proposed alternatives should
significantly limit potential further remedial actions, if required.

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
Record of Decision Page 69 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2; The Decision Summary

Cost

DGGW-1 §0

DGGW-2 § 1.75 million
DGGW-3 § 9.83-12.83 million
DGGW-4 $11.13-16.83 million

Note: The cost estimate for Alternative DGGW-2 assumes that MNA will be sufficient. The
estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for Alternative
DGGW-2 is $2.5 million

Back-up information supporting the costs for these alternatives can be found in Appendix D of
the FS.

State Acceptance
The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has indicated its support for the selected remedy by
providing its concurrence in the attached leiter (see Appendix A).

Community Acceptance
From June 28, 2007 through July 28, 2007, EPA held a public comment period to seek input

from the community regarding remedial cleanup alternatives evaluated for the Site. In addition
to written comments provided to EPA, comments were received during a Public Hearing held on
July 18, 2007.

A summary of the comments received and EPA’s response to comments is included in the
Responsiveness Summary portion of this ROD (Part 3).

L. THE SELECTED REMEDY
1. Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy

The selected remedy is a comprehensive remedy which utilizes source control and management
of migration components to address the principal site risks.

The major components of the remedy include the following:

- Excavation of contaminated soils exceeding site-specific cleanup levels from the
Former Drum Disposal Area (FDDA) and the former Garage and Storage Area
(GSA);

- Excavation of contaminated soils and sediments exceeding site-specific cleanup
levels from a portion of Sutton Brook between the two landfill lobes;
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- Consolidation of excavated soils and sediments along with other debris adjacent to
the landfills into the landfills;

- Construction of a low permeability cap over both landfill lobes, including systems to
collect and manage gases and storm water from the landfills;

- Construction of a vertical barrier to intercept groundwater from the southern landfill
lobe to prevent it from entering Sutton Brook;

. Collection and treatment of contaminated groundwater from an area west of the
southern landfill lobe;

- Monitored natural attenuation of areas of groundwater contamination not captured by
the extraction system, with a contingency to expand the area of active groundwater
remediation, if necessary;

- Institutional controls such as deed restrictions and/or local ordinances to prevent
unacceptable exposures to wastes left in place and to restrict exposure to
contaminated groundwater until cleanup levels are met; and

- Long-term groundwater, surface water, and sediment monitoring, and periodic five-
year reviews of the remedy.

The capping and excavation components of the remedy will prevent direct contact with
contaminants by human and ecological receptors. In addition these components will prevent
migration of contaminants to groundwater and surface water.

The groundwater component of the remedy will prevent consumption of and exposure to
groundwater contaminants above site specific cleanup levels by human receptors. In addition,
the remedy will prevent recontamination of Sutton Brook and associated sediments.

2. Description of Remedial Components

The selected remedy is consistent with EPA’s preferred alternative outlined in the June 2007
Proposed Plan and is consistent with a combination of all or a portion of Alternatives LF-2b,
FDDA-4, GSA-2, and DGGW-2, outlined in the June 2007 Feasibility Study. The selected
remedy is generally depicted in Figures L-1, L-2 and L-3.

Landfill Lobes - Alternative LF-2b
o Containment of Waste

The selected remedy includes capping of both the Northern and Southern Landfill Lobes with a
low permeability RCRA Subtitle C waste cover system. Prior to capping, miscellaneous debris
piles adjacent to the landfill will be consolidated into the area to be capped. Construction will
include grading the Landfill Lobes and installation of a low permeability RCRA (Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act) Subtitle C hazardous waste cover system over both Landfill
Lobes, totaling approximately 40 acres. The specific makeup of the cap layers will be
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determined during remedial design. It is expecied, however, that, at a minimum, the cap will
include a gas vent layer, a HDPE geomembrane, drainage layer, and vegetative cover. In
addition, a landfill gas collection system, storm-water drainage structures (swales, rip-rap,
perimeter drains), and detention basins, as necessary, will be constructed as part of the remedy.

e Restoration of Wetlands and Brook

Contaminated sediments in Sutton Brook (between the Landfill Lobes) exceeding cleanup levels
will be excavated and consolidated into the Landfill Lobes, It is estimated that this would
involve excavation of approximately 750 cubic yards of contaminated sediments. Impacted
areas of the brook will be restored, including re-planting of appropriate vegetation. Precautions
will be taken to minimize the long-term impact to wetland areas as part of construction. Wetland
areas lost or impacted due to remediation of the brook and/or capping of the landfills will be
mitigated for in other areas of the Site.

e Partial Containment of Groundwater with a Vertical Barrier

A vertical barrier will be constructed aleng a portion of the Southern Lobe to limit the direction
of groundwater migration and to eliminate future impacts to Sutton Brook via groundwater
discharge. The barrier is estimated to be 1,700 linear feet with a depth of approximately 30 feet
below current grade. The type of impermeable vertical barrier (e.g., sheet pile, slurry wall, etc.)
will be determined during remedial design. Contaminated groundwater from the Southern Lobe
is currently discharging to Sutton Brook, or is initially migrating in a westerly direction and
discharging to Sutton Brook further downstream. The intent of the installation of this vertical
barrier is for groundwater contaminants to migrate towards the west and through the “Area for
Focused Groundwater Treatment,” bringing high concentrations of additional contamination
through this area for subsequent treatment. In order to prevent migration of contaminated
groundwater under the vertical barrier, the base of the barrier will be “tied-in” to an
impermeable, or low-permeability layer (e.g., till or bedrock).

o  Groundwater Remediation

The selected remedy calls for the extraction and treatment of groundwater at the Southern Lobe
at the “Area for Focused Groundwater Treatment” at the western limit of the vertical
containment barrier. Figure L-1 shows the proposed locations for the vertical barrier and
groundwater collection/treatment. Due to the wide range of contaminants in groundwater,
further pre-design studies will be required to develop the precise combination of processes, but
they will likely include a combination of metals precipitation, UV-oxidation, carbon adsorption,
and/or air stripping. If appropriate, pre-design studies may also demonstrate that one or more
enhanced in-situ technologies may be effective. Cost estimates for this portion of the remedy
were based on the assumption that contaminated groundwater at the western/northwestern end of
the Southern Lobe will be intercepted by a series of groundwater extraction wells pumping at a
rate of 15 gallons per minute. The number of wells and the necessary pumping rate will be
determined during remedial design. Treated groundwater is expected to be discharged to the
local publicly owned treatment works (POTW); however, on-site discharge to Sutton Brook (or
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other on-site location) will be evaluated as part of remedial design. Design of the groundwater
component of this portion of the remedy will take into account the contingency for active
groundwater treatment outlined for other areas of the Site. That is, a single treatment plant may
be constructed with the ability to handle potential additional flows from potential future
extraction wells from other areas of the Site. As discussed earlier, groundwater at the Northern
Lobe exhibits significantly lower contaminant concentrations than groundwater at the Southern
Lobe. Because of the lower contaminant concentrations, monitored natural attenuation (MNA)
utilizing ongoing natural processes is the remedy for groundwater at the Northern Lobe.

o Institutional Controls

The remedy will also include institutional controls to prohibit landfill excavation, restrict the
future use of and access to the landfill, and restrict the future use of groundwater until remedial
goals are met. The type of institutional control(s) will be evaluated and selected during remedial
design. See Institutional Controls section below for additional information.

e Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

The remedy will include monitoring of groundwater, surface water, landfill gas and leachate;
monitoring of wetlands to determine the success of wetlands mitigation and restoration; as well
as operation and maintenance activities for each component of the remedy (cap repairs, mowing,
groundwater treatment plant operation, etc.). See also Long Term Monitoring and Five-Year
Reviews section below.

The Landfill Lobes portion of the remedy will achieve RAOs by: capping the waste to prevent
contact, surface water runoff, and ieaching; preventing exposure to contaminated groundwater by
actively treating some groundwater, removing contamination sources and addressing other
groundwater through MNA; and preventing the migration of groundwater contamination to
Sutton Brook surface water and sediments, by the installation of a vertical barrier.

The total cost of the Landfill Lobes portion of the remedy is $25.22 million.

Former Drum Disposal Area - Alternative FDDA-4

e Excavation, Treatment and/or Disposal of Soils

As part of the selected remedy, soils (approximately 8,900 cubic yards) contaminated in excess
of site-specific cleanup levels will be excavated and consolidated into the landfill lobes prior to
lobe capping. If it is determined to be more cost-effective, these soils may also be disposed of at
an appropriate off-site facility. Removal of the remaining source material will eliminate future
leaching into groundwater and expedite the timeframe to meet groundwater cleanup levels. A
conceptual plan is shown in Figure L-2. Excavated areas will be restored with clean fill,
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o  Groundwater Remediation (Focused Mass Reduction)

The selected remedy will address groundwater contamination in this area through natural
attenuation processes. Upon completion of source area remedial measures (FDDA excavation), a
monitored natural attenuation (MNA) program will be initiated. As discussed earlier, analytical
and geochemical data have indicated that natural attenuation processes are occurring within and
downgradient of the source areas. These natural in-situ attenuation processes inciude
biodegradation, dispersion, dilution, adsorption, volatilization, and chemical or biological
stabilization, transformation, or destruction of contaminants. Groundwater modeling predicts
that the time needed to achieve RAOs using MNA is comparable to other alternatives.
Groundwater flow, geochemistiry, contaminant distribution and migration will be monitored. See
also Long Term Monitoring and Five-Year Reviews section below. The selected remedy also
includes a contingency for implementation of active groundwater remediation (extraction and
treatment or an enhanced in-situ technology), if necessary.

Ongce the source control measures are implemented, monitoring will be performed to determine
the resulting flow regime, as well as to evaluate, on an ongoing basis, contaminant levels and
whether existing site conditions continue to support the use of MNA to address groundwater
RAOs. The purpose of the monitoring program is to:

e Demonstrate that natural attenuation is occurring according to expectations;

Detect changes in environmental conditions that may reduce the efficacy of any natural
attenuation processes;

Identify any potentially toxic and/or mobile transformation products;

Verify that the plume is not expanding;

Verify that there are no unacceptable impacts to downgradient receptors;

Detect any new releases of contaminants to the environment that could impact the
effectiveness of the natural attenuation remedy; and

* Verify attainment of remedial objectives.

Groundwater will be monitored on a quarterly basis for a minimum of five years for the purpose
of monitoring and evaluating the MNA portion of the remedy. After five years, EPA will
determine if quarterly monitoring of groundwater remains necessary or if a different interval is
appropriate for monitoring groundwater.

EPA will evaluate the progress of the MNA portion of the remedy toward achieving RAOs as
data become available, but no less frequently than during the 5-Year Reviews conducted for the
Site. The following criteria are among those which will be considered to determine whether
MNA continues to be the appropriate remedy to address groundwater contamination:

¢ Contaminant concentrations in groundwater at specified locations exhibit an increasing
trend not originally predicted during remedy selection;

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
Record of Decision Page 74 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Summary

¢ Near-source wells exhibit large concentration increases indicative of a new or renewed
release;

¢ Contaminants are identified in monitoring wells located outside of the original plume
boundary;

+ Contaminant concentrations are not decreasing at a sufficiently rapid rate to meet the
remediation objectives; and

e Changes in land and/or groundwater use will adversely affect the protectiveness of the
MNA remedy.

If EPA determines that MNA is no longer an appropriate remedy to effectively achieve
groundwater RAOs, a contingent remedy involving the extraction and treatment of groundwater
will be designed and implemented.

If a groundwater extraction and treatment system is implemented, extracied groundwater would
either be directed to the treatment plant constructed as part of Landfill Lobes portion of the
remedy or to a second treatment plant designed along the same parameters as outlined in the
Landfill Lobes portion of the remedy above.

o [nstitutional Controls

The remedy will also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of groundwater until
remedial goals are met. The type of institutional control(s) will be evaluated and selected during
remedial design. See [nstitutional Controls section below for additional information.

e Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

The remedy will include long-term monitoring of groundwater. Monitoring will continue at least
until groundwater RAOs are attained. Operation and maintenance activities would also be
required should the contingent remedy be implemented.

The FDDA portion of the remedy will achieve RAOs by: removing the contamination source
material to prevent direct contact/ingestion/inhalation of residual levels of contaminants in soils
as well as preventing leaching of contaminants from soils to groundwater; and utilizing MNA
processes to address groundwater contamination. If monitoring criteria determine that MNA is
not adequate, active groundwater remediation will be implemented.

The cost of the FDDA portion of the remedy is $2.81 million.

The estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for the FDDA is
$4.5 million.
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Ciarage and Storage Area - Alternative GSA-2

o Soil Excavation and Disposal

The selected remedy calls for excavation of soils contaminated in excess of site-specific risk-
based cleanup levels (approximately 530 cubic yards} and consolidation in the Landfill Lobes
prior to lobe capping. If it is determined to be more cost-effective, these soils may also be
disposed of at an appropriate off-site facility. A conceptual excavation plan is shown in Figure
L-2. Excavated areas will be restored with clean fill.

The GSA portion of the remedy achieves RAQOs by excavating and removing the contaminated
soils.

Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance, and Institutional Controls will not be necessary at the
Garage and Storage Area.

The cost of the GSA portion of the remedy is $§ 200,000.

Downgradient Groundwater - Alternative DGGW-2

o In-Situ Remediation

Groundwater contamination will be addressed through natural attenuation processes with a
contingency for active groundwater treatment if necessary in the future. Based upon the source
contro! remedies and the groundwater remediation outlined for other areas of the Site, active
groundwater extraction and treatment in the downgradient groundwater portion of the plume will
not be included as part of the initial remedy. As discussed earlier, analytical and geochemical
data have indicated that natural attenuation processes are occurring within and downgradient of
the source areas. These natural in-situ attenuation processes include biodegradation, dispersion,
dilution, adsorption, volatilization, and chemical or biological stabilization, transformation, or
destruction of contaminants. Groundwater modeling predicts that the time needed to achieve
RAOs using MNA is comparable to other alternatives. Groundwater flow, geochemistry,
contaminant distribution and migration will be monitored. See also Long Term Monitoring and
Five-Year Reviews section below. The selected remedy also includes a contingency for
implementation of active groundwater remediation (extraction and treatment or an enhanced in-
situ technology), if necessary.

Once the source control measures are implemented, monitoring will be performed to determine
the resulting flow regime, as well as to evaluate, on an ongoing basis, contaminant levels, and
whether existing site conditions continue to support the use of MNA to address groundwater
RAOs. The purpose of the monitoring program is to:

¢ Demonstrate that natural attenuation is occurring according to expectations;
¢ Detect changes in environmental conditions that may reduce the efficacy of any natural
attenuation processes;

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
Record of Decision Page 76 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Summary

Identify any potentially toxic and/or mobile transformation products;

Verify that the plume is not expanding;

Verify that there are no unacceptable impacts to downgradient receptors;

Detect any new releases of contaminants to the environment that could impact the
effectiveness of the natural attenuation remedy; and

e Verify attainment of remedial objectives.

a & & @

Groundwater will be monitored on a quarterly basis for a minimum of five years for the purpose
of monitoring and evaluating the MNA portion of the remedy. After five years, EPA will
determine if quarterly monitoring of groundwater remains necessary or if a different interval is
appropriate for monitoring groundwater.

EPA will evaluate the progress of the MNA portion of the remedy toward achieving RAOs as
data become available, but no less frequently than during the 5-Year Reviews conducted for the
Site. The following criteria are among those which will be considered to determine whether
MNA continues to be the appropriate remedy to address groundwater contamination:

¢ Contaminant concentrations in groundwater at specified locations exhibit an increasing
trend not originally predicted during remedy selection;

e Near-source wells exhibit large concentration increases indicative of a new or renewed

" release;

* Contaminants are identified in monitoring wells located outside of the original plume
boundary;

* Contaminant concentrations are not decreasing at a sufficiently rapid rate to meet the
remediation objectives; and

¢ Changes in land and/or groundwater use will adversely affect the protectiveness of the
MNA remedy.

If EPA determines that MNA is no longer an appropriate remedy to effectively achieve
groundwater RAOs, a contingent remedy involving the extraction and treatment of groundwater
will be designed and implemented.

If EPA determines in the future that active groundwater extraction and treatment are necessary, it
is estimated that contaminated groundwater could be captured by a series of three extraction
wells pumping at a combined rate of 75 gpm. It is likely that, should this contingency need to be
implemented, extracted groundwater would be treated in a separate treatment plant using similar
parameters as outlined in the Landfill Lobes portion of the remedy above. However, a
cost/benefit analysis will be conducted as part of the remedial design for the Landfill Lobes
portion of the remedy to consider the relative merits of designing that treatment plant to handle
potential future flows from the FDDA and DGGW. For purposes of estimating costs, only the
monitored natural attenuation remedy for this area of the Site is included.
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s Institutional Controls

The remedy will also include institutional controls to restrict the future use of groundwater until
remedial goals are met. The type of institutional control{s) will be evaluated and selected during
remedial design. See Institutional Controls section below for additional information.

s Monitoring, Operation and Maintenance

The remedy will include long-term monitoring of groundwater at least until RAOs are attained.
Operation and maintenance activities would also be required should the contingent remedy be
implemented.

The DGGW portion of the remedy will achieve RAOs by utilizing MNA processes to address
groundwater contamination. If monitoring criteria determine that MNA is not adequate, active
groundwater remediation will be implemented.

The cost of the DGGW portion of the remedy is $1.75 million.

The estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for the DGGW
is $2.5 million.

The total estimated cost of the Sutton Brook Disposal Area remedy is $29.98 million. As
discussed earlier, the cost of the active groundwater contingencies are FDDA - § 4.5 million; and
DGGW - $2.5 million, for a total of $7 million. If both contingencies are implemented, the total
estimated cost of the Sutton Brook Disposal Area remedy is $36.98 million.

The selected remedy may change somewhat as a result of the remedial design and construction
processes. Changes to the remedy described in this Record of Decision, if any, will be
documented in an Explanation of Significant Differences, or a Record of Decision Amendment,
as appropriate.

Institutional Controls

In order to protect human health by controlling potential exposures to contaminated soils,
sediments, and groundwater, the selected remedy relies on the use of Institutional Controls such
as limitations on land and groundwater uses and activities. Institutional Controls are also
necessary for the protection of the selected remedy. The details of the institutional controls will
be resolved during the pre-design and remedial design phase in coordination with the parties
performing the remedial action, impacted landowners, and local officials. MassDEP’s
participation with the Institutional Controls will be in accordance with Commonwealth of
Massachusetts policies, guidance and regulations.

Risks from exposure to contaminated groundwater will be controlled through the implementation
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of institutional controls. In areas where groundwater contamination exceeds cleanup levels,
groundwater use restrictions will be required for drinking water, industrial process water, or
other purposes, until groundwater cleanup levels are met. The institutional controls pertaining to
groundwater will include a local Town ordinance and/or moratorium that would be put in place
under and within 500 feet of the edge of the mapped groundwater plume, or a Grant of
Environmental Restriction. Other institutional controls mechanisms may be required, including
Notices of Activity and Use Limitations. Institutional Controls will also be required to ensure
that any remedial components constructed as part of the selected remedy, such as the landfill
caps, are not disturbed or otherwise compromised by any other use or activity. Those
implementing the ICs would be responsible to work with the Towns and affected property
owners to help put in place these restrictions.

Institutional controls on groundwater are expected to be temporary (with the exception of under
the Landfill Lobes), until such time as groundwater cleanup goals are met. Therefore, as the areal
extent of contamination in the aquifer decreases, the area impacted by these restrictions will also
change (decrease). Therefore periodic re-evaluation of the area impacted the ICs will be
performed and the restrictions may change accordingly.

Long-term Monitoring and Five-year Reviews

Long-term monitoring of groundwater, surface water, and sediments will be required in order to
evaluate contaminant status and migration and performance of the selected remedy.
Groundwater monitoring is included to ensure that the remedy, as constructed, is operating as
intended and to evaluate the success of MNA processes and to evaluate the need for
implementation of the contingency remedy. Details of the monitoring program will be further
developed during design and the preparation of a long-term monitoring plan.

Since wastes will be left in place as part of the selected remedy, the NCP requires periodic
reviews of the remedy. A comprehensive review will be conducted at least every five years to
evaluate the protectiveness of the remedy. The purpose of this Five-year Review is to evaluate
the implementation and performance of the remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or will
be protective of human health and the environment. The Five-year Review will document
recommendations and follow-up actions as necessary to ensure long-term protectiveness of the
remedy or bring about protectiveness of a remedy that is not protective. These recommendations
could include providing additional response actions, improving O&M activities, optimizing the
remedy, enforcing access controls and institutional controls and conducting additional studies
and investigations.

The selected remedy also includes long-term operation, inspections, and maintenance of any
systems put in place as part of the remedy, including the landfill caps, landfill gas and leachate
collection systems, and systems to intercept, collect and treat contaminated groundwater, Long-
term inspections and monitoring will also be required to ensure that institutional controls remain
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effective and are being enforced, and, long-term monitoring of groundwater, surface water,
sediments and biota will be necessary to evaluate the effectiveness and re-colonization of biota in
excavated areas of Sutton Brook, as well as the effectiveness of any revegetation, wetland
restoration, or wetland replication area.

3. Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs
Landfill Lobes

LF-2b: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook,
partial containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater

remediation
CAPITAL COSTS LF-2b
Construction Activities
Pilot and Pump Test $50,000
Site Prep $90,000
Site Work $44,800
LF Containment $10,161,000
Sediment Excavation/ Brook Restoration $1,046,620
Groundwater Containment $1,785,000 :
In-situ groundwater remediation - MNA $51,000 :
Groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment $1,582,000 :
Institutional Controls $50,000
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES $14,910,420
Contingency (10%) $1,491,100
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES $16,401,520
Professional/ Technical Services
Project Management $820,100
Remedial Design .
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$984,100
Construction Management $984,100 i
Health and Safety $246,100 -
Permitting/ Legal $246,100
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL/ TECHNICAL SERVICES $3,280,500
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $19,682,020

ANNUAL OPERATION, MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING COSTS

LF-2b - GROUNDWATER MONITORING - 3 YEARS, GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTION, TREATMENT AND MONITORING - 27 YEARS $5,353,000

" TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE - 0&M COSTS $5,353,000 -

PERIODIC COSTS - PRESENT VALUE (7%)

Five Year Site Reviews $43,000

Groundwater Performance and Optimization Study $11,000

Remedial Action Report $21,000

Demobilization of on-site treatment system $20,000

Well Abandonment $13,000

Update Institutional Controls Plan $7,000

TOTAL PRESENT YALUE PERIODIC COSTS $115,000

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE $25,150,020 -

LF-2b
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Former Drum Disposal Area

FDDA-4: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soils with groundwater remediation (focused mass

reduction)

CAPITAL COSTS

Construction Activities
Perform groundwater pilot test, data analysis $50,000
Site Prep $52,500
Site Work $6,300
Soil Excavation $333,300
In-situ groundwater treatment - MNA $38,000
On-site Disposal $222,500
Groundwater Containment Extraction and Treatment System $ - -
Institutional Controls $20,000

SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES $722,600

Contingency (10%) $72,300 -

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES $794,900 -

Profestonal/ Technical Services
Project Management $47,700 .$
Remedial Design $95,400 .$
Construction Management $63,600 _S
Health and Safety $23,900 -$
Permitting/ Legal $23,900 .$
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL/ TECHNICAL SERVICES $254,500 -s
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $1,049,400 _5
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ANNUAL OPERATION, MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING COSTS

MNA - 30 YEARS $1,706,000
- 8
TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE - MNA COSTS $1,708,000 - -
- §
TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE - 0&M COSTS $1,706,000 - -
PERIODIC COSTS - PRESENT VALUE (7%)
Five Year Site Reviews $43,000
Groundwater Performance and Optimization Study $11,000
Remedial Action Report $21,000
Demobilization of on-site treatment system $20,000
Well Abandonment $13,000
Update Institutional Controls Plan $3,000
TOTAL PRESENT VALUE PERIODIC COSTS $111,000
TOTAL PRESENT VALUE $2,866,400

The estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for the

FDDA is 54.5 million.
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Garage and Storage Area

GSA-2: Excavation and on-site disposal of soils

CAPITAL COSTS

Construction Activities
Pre-implementation Monitoring, Sampling, Testing and Analysis $22,400
Mobilization/Demobilization $30,000
Site Prep $2,600
Soil Excavation $52,000
On-site Disposal $13,300
Institutional Controls $ -

SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES - ON-SITE DISPOSAL $120,300
Contingency (10%) $12,100

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES $132,400

Profesional/ Technical Services

Project Management $10,600
Remedial Design $19,900
Construction Management $13,300
Health and Safety $4,000
Pemitting/ Legal $4,000
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL/ TECHNICAL SERVICES $51,800
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $184,200

ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS

0&M SUBTOTAL: $ -
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Contingency (10%) $ -
TOTAL - O&M COSTS (ANNUAL) $ -
TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE $ -
PERIODIC COSTS - PRESENT VALUE (7%)

Five Year Site Reviews $ -
Groundwater Performance and Optimization Study $ -

Remedial Action Report ' $16,000
Demobilization of on-site treatment system $ -
Well Abandonment $ -
Update Institutional Controls Plan $ -
$ .

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE - PERIODIC COSTS $16,000
TOTAL PRESENT VALUE $200,200

Note: Costs assume no treatment prior to on-site disposal.

Downgradient Groundwater Area

DGGW-2: In-situ Remediation (Assumes 30 years of MNA)

CAPITAL COSTS
Construction Activities
Mobilization/Demobilization $42,500
In-situ groundwater treatment - MNA $88,500
Institutional Controls $20,000
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES $151,000
Contingency (10%} $ 15,100
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TOTAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES $166,100
Profesional/ Technical Services
Project Management $12,100
Remedial Design $22,700
Construction Management $15,100
Health and Safety $4,600
Permitting/ Legal $4,600
TOTAL PROFESSIONAL,/ TECHNICAL SERVICES $59,100
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS $225,200
ANNUAL OPERATION, MAINTENANCE AND MONITORING COSTS
Groundwater Treatment - MNA $98,800
Annual site-wide inspection $3,000
0&M SUBTOTAL: $101,800
Contingency (10%) $10,200
TOTAL - 0&M COSTS (ANNUAL) $112,000
TOTAL - PRESENT VALUE - 30 YEARS, 7% $1,389,900
{30YR)
PERIODIC COSTS - PRESENT VALUE (7%}
Five Year Site Reviews $43,000
Groundwater Performance and Optimization Study $38,000
Remedial Action Report $26,000
Demabilization of on-site treatment system $
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Well Abandonment $7,000
Update Institutional Controls Plan $3,000

TOTAL PRESENT VALUE - PERIODIC COSTS $117,000
TOTAL PRESENT VALUE $1,732,100

The estimated additional cost to implement the active groundwater contingency for the
DGGW is $2.5 million.

The information in this cost estimate summary table is based on the best available information
regarding the anticipated scope of the remedial alternative. Changes in the cost elements are
likely to occur as a result of new information and data collected during the engineering design of
the remedial alternative. Major changes may be documented in the form of a memorandum in the
Administrative Record file, an ESD, or a ROD amendment. This is an order-of-magnitude
engineering cost estimate that is expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project
cost.

4. Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy

The primary expected outcomes of the selected remedy are that: groundwater throughout
the Site beyond the point of compliance (the edge of the Landfill Lobes} will no longer present
an unacceptable risk to future residents or future facility workers via ingestion or inhalation and
will be suitable for consumption; presumed risk from contact with landfill waste will be
eliminated; ongoing impacts to groundwater from landfill waste, will be reduced or eliminated;
the soils at the Site (Garage and Storage Area) will no longer present an unacceptable risk to
future residents via direct contact and will be suitable for general use; and soils at the Site
(Former Drum Disposal Area) will no longer be a source of groundwater contamination.
Approximately 65-210 years are estimated as the amount of time necessary to achieve the goal of
groundwater acceptable for human consumption, and 2-3 years are estimated as the amount of
time necessary to achieve the soil goals at the Garage and Storage Area and the Former Drum
Disposal Area. The selected remedy will also provide environmental and ecological benefits
such as restoration of impacted brook sediments and surface water, and protection of terrestrial
and aquatic wildlife.
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a, Cleanup Levels
1. Ground Water Cleanup Levels

Cleanup levels have been established in groundwater for all chemicals of concern
identified in the Baseline Risk Assessment found to pose an unacceptable risk to either public
health or the environment. Cleanup levels have been set based on the ARARs (MCLs) as
available, or other suitable criteria described below. Periodic assessments of the protection
afforded by remedial actions will be made as the remedy is being implemented and at the
completion of the remedial action. At the time that Ground Water Cleanup Levels identified in
the ROD and newly promulgated ARARs and modified ARARs which cali into question the
protectiveness of the remedy have been achieved and have not been exceeded for a period of
three consecutive years, a risk assessment shall be performed on all residual groundwater
contamination to determine whether the remedial action is protective. This risk assessment of
the residual groundwater contamination shall follow EPA procedures and will assess the
cumulative carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks posed by all chemicals of concern
(including but not limited to the chemicals of concern) via ingestion of groundwater and
inhalation of VOCs from domestic water usage. If, after review of the risk assessment, the
remedial action is not determined to be protective by EPA, the remedial action shall continue
until either protective levels are achieved, and are not exceeded for a period of three consecutive
years, or until the remedy is otherwise deemed protective or is modified. These protective
residual levels shall constitute the final cleanup levels for this ROD and shall be considered
performance standards for this remedial action.

Because the aquifer at and beyond the compliance boundary for the landfill is a Class IIB
aquifer which is a potential source of drinking water, MCLs established under the Safe Drinking
Water Act, are ARARs. The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection completed
a Ground Water Use and Value Determination on the aquifer in which the Sutton Breok Disposal
Area Site is located. This determination is attached as Appendix B. This finding indicates that
the groundwater beneath the Site has medium use and value as a future drinking water supply
because the aquifer is considered to be a potential source of drinking water, and there are several
private well users in the area (private wells do not appear to have been impacted by the Site).
Therelore, drinking water standards, consistent with the use and value determination, shall be
required to be attained in the groundwater at the Site.

In the absence of an MCLG, an MCL, a proposed MCLG, proposed MCL, a more
stringent State standard, or other suitable criteria to be considered (i.e., health advisory, State
guideline), a cleanup level was derived for each chemical of concern having carcinogenic
potential (Classes A, B, and C compounds) based on a 10 excess cancer risk level per
compound considering the future ingestion of ground water and inhalation of VOCs from
domestic water usage. In the absence of the above standards and criteria, cleanup levels for all
other chemicals of concern (Classes D and E) were established based on a level that represent an
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acceptable exposure level to which the human population including sensitive subgroups may be
exposed without adverse affect during a lifetime or part of a lifetime, incorporating an adequate
margin of safety (hazard quotient = 1) considering the future ingestion of groundwater and
inhalation of VOCs from domestic water usage.

Table L-1 summarizes the Cleanup Levels for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic
chemicals of concern identified in ground water.

All Groundwater Cleanup Levels identified in the ROD and newly promulgated ARARs
and modified ARARs which call into question the protectiveness of the remedy and the
protective levels determined as a consequence of the risk assessment of residual contamination,
must be met at the completion of the remedial action at the points of compliance. At this Site,
Groundwater Cleanup Levels must be met at the edge of and beyond the Landfill Lobes (this
includes groundwater at the Former Drum Disposal Area, and the Downgradient Groundwater
Area). EPA has estimated that the Cleanup levels will be obtained within 65 — 210 years after
completion of the source control component.

After the cleanup levels have been met at the Former Drum Disposal Area, the Downgradient
Groundwater Area, and at the downgradient edge of the Landfill Lobes, and the remedy is
determined to be protective, the groundwater treatment system will be shut down. The
groundwater monitoring system will be utilized to collect information quarterly for three
additional years to ensure that the cleanup levels have been met and the remedy is protective.

ii. Soil Cleanup Levels
- Human Health Based Soil Cleanup Levels

Soil cleanup levels for compounds of concern in soils at the Garage and Storage Area
exhibiting an unacceptable cancer risk have been have been established such that they are
protective of human health. Soil cleanup levels for known and suspect carcinogeni¢ chemicals
of concern (Classes A, B, and C compounds) have been set at a 10™ excess cancer risk level
considering exposure of future residents (adult and young child) to upland soils (by ingestion and
dermal contact) at the Garage and Storage Area. Exposure parameters for ingestion and dermal
contact have been described in Section G, If a cleanup value described above is not capable of
being detected with good precision and accuracy or is below background values, then either the
practical quantitation limit or a background value was used as appropriate for the soil cleanup
level.

Table L-2 summarizes the cleanup levels for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic
chemicals of concern in soils protective of direct contact with soils.

These cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the remedial action at the Garage
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and Storage Area. These soil cleanup levels attain EPA’s risk management goal for remedial
actions and have been determined by EPA to be protective.

- Ecological Based Soil Cleanup Levels

Soil cleanup levels for chemicals of concern in soils at the Garage and Storage Area and
the Former Drum Disposal Area exhibiting an unacceptable ecological risk, have been
established such that they are protective of terrestrial wildlife. Exposure parameters and
assumptions utilized to develop these cleanup levels have been described in Section G.

Table L-3 summarizes the cleanup levels for ecological chemicals of concern in soils
protective of terrestrial wildlife.

These cleanup levels must be met at the Garage and Storage Area and the Former Drum
Disposal Area. These soil cleanup levels attain EPA’s risk management goal for remedial
actions and have been determined by EPA to be protective.

EPA also considered the potential for contaminants in soils at the FDDA to continue to
be a source of groundwater contamination. Chemicals detected in both soils and groundwater
were compared. The comparison showed that twenty-eight chemicals were found in both soils
and groundwater. Of the chemicals found in both soils and groundwater, seventeen have SSLs
(Soil Screening Levels, EPA 2002). Of these seventeen chemicals, arsenic, bis(2-
Ethylhexyl)phthalate, ethylbenzene, toluene and xylenes exceed MCLs in groundwater. A soil
cleanup level has not been set for arsenic, as arsenic soil exposures did not exceed EPAs risk
range. Furthermore, arsenic in soils was detected at the FDDA at concentrations which are lower
than the level that would be set to address the potential for leaching. For the other four organic
chemicals (bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate, ethylbenzene, toluene and xylenes), the soil cleanup -
levels which have been set to address ecological risk will also be protective of potential leaching
to groundwater.

iii. Surface Water Cleanup Levels

Cleanup levels for chemicals of concern in surface water between the landfill lobes
exhibiting an unacceptable ecological risk, have been established such that they are protective of
aquatic life. Exposure parameters and assumptions utilized to develop these cleanup levels have
been described in Section G.

Table L-4 summarizes the cleanup levels for ecological chemicals of concern in surface
water protective of aquatic life.

These cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the remedial action at within
Sutton Brook. These surface water cleanup levels attain EPA’s risk management goal for
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remedial actions and have been determined by EPA to be protective.
iv. Sediment Cleanup Levels

Cleanup levels for chemicals of concern in sediments between the landfill lobes
exhibiting an unacceptable ecological risk, have been established such that they are protective of
aquatic life. Exposure parameters and assumptions utilized to develop these cleanup levels have
been described in Section G,

Table L-5 summarizes the cleanup levels for ecological chemicals of concern in
sediments protective of aquatic life.

These cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the remedial action within the
Sutton Brook channel. These sediment cleanup levels attain EPA’s risk management goal for
remedial actions and have been determined by EPA to be protective.

These soil, surface water and sediment cleanup levels must be met at the completion of the
remedial actton at the points of compliance. They are consistent with ARARs for soils, surface
water and sediments, attain EPA’s risk management goals for remedial action, and are protective
of human health or the environment.

M. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedial action selected for implementation at the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site is
consistent with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The selected remedy is
protective of human health and the environment, will comply with ARARSs and is cost effective.
In addition, the selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternate treatment technologies
or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory
preference for treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the mobility, toxicity or
volume of hazardous substances as a principal element.

1. The Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health and the Environment

The remedy at this Site will adequately protect human health and the environment by
eliminating, reducing or controlling exposures to human and environmental receptors through
treatment, engineering controls and institutional controls. More specifically:

At the Landfill Lobes: the cap will prevent direct contact with the waste and infiltration of
contaminants to groundwater; the vertical barrier will prevent recontamination of Sutton Brook
by controlling migration of contaminated groundwater; active treatment of groundwater and
MNA will help restore the aquifer; institutional controls will protect the remedy and prevent use
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of contaminated groundwater; and excavation/restoration of wetlands will eliminate risk to
wildlife receptors,

At the Former Drum Disposal Area: Excavation of soils will remove an ongoing source of
groundwater contamination and will eliminate risk from soil exposure to terrestrial wildlife; and
remediation of groundwater will eliminate potential exposure to a future resident via ingestion or
inhalation, and will help to restore the aquifer.

At the Garage and Storage Area: Excavation of soils will eliminate exposure via direct contact
to a future resident and exposure to terrestrial wildlife.

At the Downgradient Groundwater Area: Remediation of groundwater will help to restore the
aquifer; and institutional controls will prevent use of contaminated groundwater prior to
achievement of cleanup levels.

The selected remedy will reduce potential human health risk levels such that they do not exceed
EPA'’s acceptable risk range of 10™ to 107 for incremental carcinogenic risk and such that the
non-carcinogenic hazard is below a level of concern. It will reduce potential human health risk
levels to protective ARARSs levels, i.e., the remedy will comply with ARARs and To Be
Considered criteria. The remedy provides adequate protection of the environment by addressing
risks to terrestrial wildlife in upland soils (FDDA and GSA) and by addressing risks to aquatic
life in surface water and sediments (Sutton Brook between the landfill lobes), Implementation of
the selected remedy will not pose any unacceptable short-term risks or cause any cross-media
impacts.

At the time that the ARAR based Ground Water Cleanup Levels identified in the ROD and
newly promulgated ARARs and modified ARARs that call into question the protectiveness of
the remedy have been achieved and have not been exceeded for a period of three consecutive
years, a risk assessment shall be performed on the residual ground water contamination to
determine whether the remedy is protective. This risk assessment of the residual ground water
contamination shall follow EPA procedures and will assess the cumulative carcinogenic and non-
carcinogenic risks posed by ingestion of ground water and inhalation of VOCs from domestic
water usage. lf, after review of the risk assessment, the remedy is not determined to be
protective by EPA, the remedial action shall continue until protective levels are achieved and
have not been exceeded for a period of three consecutive years, or until the remedy is otherwise
deemed protective. These protective residual levels shall constitute the final cleanup levels for
this Record of Decision and shall be considered performance standards for any remedial action.

2. The Selected Remedy Complies With ARARs

The selected remedy will comply with all Federal and any more stringent State ARARs that
pertain to the Site. See the tables in Appendix D for a list of all ARARs and To Be Considered
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requirements for the selected remedy. In addition, since wastes (i.e., contaminated soils from the
FDDA and GSA and sediments from Sutton Brook between the Landfill Lobes) will be moved
within the same “area of contamination™ (AOC) to be consolidated with the Landfill Lobes prior
to the construction of the landfill cap, Land Disposal Restrictions (LDRs) do not apply.

3. The Selected Remedy is Cost-Effective

In the EPA’s judgment, the selected remedy is cost-effective because the remedy’s costs are
proportional to its overall effectiveness (see 40 CFR 300.430(H)(1)(ii)(D)). This determination
was made by evaluating the overall effectiveness of those alternatives that satisfied the threshold
criteria (i.e., that are protective of human health and the environment and comply with all
Federal and any more stringent State ARARs, or as appropriate, waive ARARs). Overall
effectiveness was evaluated by assessing three of the five balancing criteria -- long-term
effectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatment;
and short-term effectiveness, in combination. The overall effectiveness of each alternative then
was compared to the alternative’s costs to determine cost-effectiveness. The relationship of the
overall effectiveness of this remedial alternative was determined to be proportional to its costs
and hence represents a reasonable value for the money to be spent.

For the Landfill Lobes, EPA has determined that the selected remedy, alternative LF-2b, is cost-
effective as it meets both threshold criteria and is reasonable given the relationship between the
overall effectiveness afforded by the other alternatives and cost compared to the other
alternatives. The available alternatives are closely comparable with regard to both the long-term
effectiveness and permanence criterion and the short-term effectiveness criterion. With regard to
the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment, alternative LF-2a, does not
satisfy this criterion unless the contingency for groundwater treatment is triggered. Alternatives
LF-3 and LF-4 both contain groundwater treatment as a component and satisfy this criterion, but
at significant incremental cost (86.2 million and $15.7 million respectively) above the cost of
LF-2b (which also satisfies the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment
criteria), without providing commensurate incremental benefit. Although modeling does not
clearly show a shorter cleanup timeframe associated with LF-2b over LF-2a, the installation of
the vertical barrier will serve to concentrate the discharge of all of the contaminated groundwater
from the Southern Lobe at its western edge (where only a limited amount of groundwater
currently discharges). The vertical barrier also prevents the contaminated groundwater plume
from discharging directly to Sutton Brook. The concentration of contaminated groundwater at
the western edge of the Southern Lobe, justifies active groundwater treatment at that location.

For the Former Drum Disposal Area, EPA has determined that the selected remedy, alternative
FDDA-4, is cost effective as it meets both threshold criteria and is reasonable given the
relationship between the overall effectiveness afforded by the other alternatives and cost
compared to the other alternatives. The available alternatives are closely comparable for the
most part with regard to both the long-term effectiveness and permanence criterion and the short-
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term effectiveness criterion, with FDDA-2 having slightly less long-term effectiveness as capped
contaminated soils may have the potential to leach to groundwater. With regard to the reduction
of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment, alternatives FDDA-2, FDDA-3 and FDDA-5
satisfy this criterion, while alternative FDDA-4 does not satisfy this criterion unless the
contingency for groundwater treatment is triggered. However, the incremental cost associated
with achieving this criteria and the relative incremental benefit is not justifiable. At an estimated
increased cost of $4.7 or $4.8 million, it is estimated that groundwater associated with the FDDA
will at best achieve cleanup goals 6-12 years faster than under FDDA-4 (24-30 years estimated,
versus 36 years estimated). In addition, the Former Drum Disposal Area is upgradient of the
Downgradient Groundwater Area. The shortest estimate for attaining groundwater cleanup
levels at the Downgradient Groundwater Area, is 57 years. Therefore, the added cost of $4.7-
$4.8 million is not warranted, and FDDA-4 is determined to be cost effective.

For the Garage and Storage Area, EPA has determined that the selected remedy, alternative
GSA-2, is cost effective as it satisfies both thresheld criteria and is reasonable given its overall
cost and effectiveness. It is the only GSA alternative which satisfies both threshold criteria.

For the Downgradient Groundwater Area, EPA has determined that the selected remedy,
alternative DGGW-2, is cost effective as it satisfies both threshold criteria and is reasonable
given the relationship between the overall effectiveness afforded by the other alternatives and
cost compared to the other alternatives. The available alternatives are closely comparable for the
most part with regard to both the long-term effectiveness and permanence criterion and the short-
term effectiveness criterion, with DGGW-2 having greater short-term effectiveness due to less
wetlands impacts from installation of components of the treatment system. With regard to the
reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment, alternatives DGGW-3 and DGW-4
satisfy this criterion, while alternative DGGW-2 does not satisfy this criterion unless the
contingency for groundwater treatment is triggered. However, the incremental cost to satisfy this
criterion is $8 million. The benefit received for the $8 million increased cost, is that it is
estimated that groundwater cleanup levels will be achieved in as few as 57 years, rather than as
few as 67 years (the alternative DGGW-2 estimate). The incremental benefit realized by the
added cost is not balanced by a comparable incremental benefit in overall effectiveness,
Alternative DGGW-2 is considered to be cost effective as it provides the best balance of cost and
overall effectiveness.

4. The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment or
Resource Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable

Once the Agency identified those alternatives that attain or, as appropriate, waive ARARs and
that are protective of human health and the environment, EPA identified which alternative
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. This determination was made by deciding
which one of the identified alternatives provides the best balance of trade-offs among
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alternatives in terms of: 1) long-term effectiveness and permanence; 2) reduction of toxicity,
mobility or volume through treatment; 3) short-term effectiveness; 4) implementability; and 5)
cost. The balancing test emphasized long-term effectiveness and permanence and the reduction
of toxicity, mobility and volume through treatment; and considered the preference for treatment
as a principal element, the bias against off-site land disposal of untreated waste, and community
and State acceptance. The selected remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs among the
alternatives.

For the Landfill Lobes, the selected remedy and the other available alternatives are closely
comparable with regard to the long-term effectiveness and permanence criterion, and the short-
term effectiveness criterion. The selected remedy includes reduction of toxicity, mobility and
volume through treatment of groundwater at the Southern Lobe, providing additional benefit
without additional, unwarranted cost.

For the Former Drum Disposal Area, the selected remedy and the other available alternatives are
closely comparable for the most part with regard to both long-term effectiveness and
permanence, and short-term effectiveness, with FDDA-2 having slightly less long-term
effectiveness. The selected remedy will utilize treatment of groundwater if treatment actions are
triggered. All available alternatives are similar with regard to implementability. The selected
remedy provides the best balance of the tradeoffs among the alternatives

For the Garage and Storage Area, the selected remedy is the only alternative that is protective of
human health and the environment, attains ARARs, and achieves remedial objectives quickly
and cost effectively.

For the Downgradient Groundwater Area, the selected remedy and the other available
alternatives are closely comparable for the most part with regard to both long-term effectiveness
and permanence, and short-term effectiveness, with DGGW-2 having greater short-term
effectiveness due to less wetlands impacts from installation of components of the treatment
system. The selected remedy will utilize treatment of groundwater if treatment actions are
triggered. All available alternatives are readily implementable. With regard to cost, very little
benefit is gained by significant incremental increases in cost. The selected remedy provides the
best balance of the tradeoffs among the alternatives.

5. The Selected Remedy Satisfies the Preference for Treatment Which Permanently
and Significantly Reduces the Toxicity, Mobility or Volume of the Hazardous
Substances as a Principal Element

The principal elements of the selected remedy are:

-Excavation of contaminated soils exceeding site-specific cleanup levels from the Former
Drum Disposal Area (FDDA) and the former Garage and Storage Area (GSA),
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-Excavation of contaminated soils and sediments exceeding site-specific cleanup levels from
a portion of Sutton Brook between the two landfill lobes;

-Consolidation of excavated soils and sediments along with other debris adjacent to the
landfills into the landfills;

-Construction of a low permeability cap over both landfill lobes, including systems to collect
and manage gases and storm water from the landfills;

-Construction of a vertical barrier to intercept groundwater from the southern landfill lobe to
prevent it from entering Sutton Brook;

~-Collection and treatment of contaminated groundwater from an area west of the southern
landfill lobe;

-Monitored natural attenuation of areas of groundwater contamination not captured by the
extraction system, with a contingency to expand the area of active groundwater
remediation, if necessary,

-Institutional controls such as deed restrictions and/or local ordinances to prevent
unacceptable exposures to wastes left in place and to restrict exposure to
contaminated groundwater until cleanup levels are met;

-Long-term groundwater, surface water, and sediment monitoring, and periodic five-year
reviews of the remedy.

The selected remedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element by
treating contaminated groundwater, As described earlier, if triggered the scope of groundwater
treatment will be expanded.

6. Five-Year Reviews of the Selected Remedy are Required

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels that
allow for unlimited use and unresiricted exposure, a review will be conducted within five years
after initiation of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the environment.

N. DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

EPA presented a proposed plan for remediation of the Site on June 27, 2007.
The major components of the preferred alternative include the following:

- Excavation of contaminated soils exceeding site-specific cleanup levels from the
Former Drum Disposal Area (FDDA) and the former Garage and Storage Area
(GSA);

- Excavation of contaminated soils and sediments exceeding site-specific cleanup
levels from a portion of Sutton Brook between the two landfill lobes;

- Consolidation of excavated soils and sediments along with other debris adjacent to
the landfills into the landfills;
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- Construction of a low permeability cap over both landfill lobes, including systems to
collect and manage gases and storm water from the landfills;

- Construction of a vertical barrier to intercept groundwater from the southern landfill
lobe to prevent it from entering Sutton Brook;

- Collection and treatment of contaminated groundwater from an area west of the
southern landfill lobe;

- Monitored natural attenuation of areas of groundwater contamination not captured by
the extraction system, with a contingency to expand the area of active groundwater
remediation, if necessary;

- Institutional controls such as deed restrictions and/or local ordinances to prevent
unacceptable exposures to wastes left in place and to restrict exposure to
contaminated groundwater until cleanup levels are met;

- Long-term groundwater, surface water, and sediment monitoring, and periodic five-
year reviews of the remedy.

EPA reviewed all written and verbal comments submitted during the public comment period.
It was determined that no significant changes to the remedy, as originally identified in the
proposed plan, were necessary.

0. STATE ROLE

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), as representative
for the Commeonwealth of Massachusetts, has reviewed the various alternatives and has indicated
its support for the selected remedy. The MassDEP has also reviewed the Remedial Investigation,
Risk Assessment and Feasibility Study to determine if the selected remedy is in compliance with
applicable or relevant and appropriate State environmental and facility siting laws and
regulations. MassDEP, as representative for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, concurs with
the selected remedy for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site. A copy of the declaration of
concurrence 1s attached as Appendix A.
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PART 3: THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

There has been extensive community participation during the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility
Study process for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site. A more detailed summary of
community coordination and involvement is outlined in Section C of Part 2 of the ROD,
Community Participation.

EPA published a notice of availability of the Proposed Plan and Administrative Record in the
Lowell Sun on June 15, 2007 and released its Proposed Plan to the public on June 27, 2007.
EPA also held a public information session on June 27, 2007 at the Tewksbury Town Library in
Tewksbury, Massachusetts, and a Public Hearing on July 18, 2007, also at the Town Library.
Transcripts were created for both meetings and have been made part of the Administrative
Record for this Record of Decision. In addition to the oral comments, a number of written
comments were provided on the Proposed Plan. The full text of all written and oral comments
received during the comment period has been included in the Administrative Record.

Outlined below is a summary of significant comments received from the public and other
interested parties during the public comment period and EPA’s response to

those comments. Similar comments have been summarized and grouped together, and
technical and legal issues have been divided into a number of general categories. These general
categories are summarized as follows:

A, Questions and Comments Regarding Consolidation of Soils from Other Areas and
Capping of the Landfill Lobes

B. QQuestions and Comments Regarding the Approach to Groundwater Cleanup

C. Questions and Comments Regarding the Scope of the Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study (RI/FS)

D Questions and Comments Regarding Liability, Enforcement, and the Timetable for
Remedy Implementation

A, Questions and Comments Regarding Consolidation of Soils from Other Areas and
Capping of the Landfill Lobes:

A.1.  Several commenters expressed concern about the volume of capping materials that would
be required to be brought to the Site under the Preferred Alternative, citing concerns
about public safety, road deterioration, noise, dust, and air emissions. Many of these
same commenters asked EPA to explore trucking routes that minimized disturbance to
the residential community near the Site.

EPA Response:

EPA acknowledges that a significant volume of material will need to be transported to the
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Site in order to construct the remedy. At present, South Street is the only route available
for trucks to access the Site. As planning for the remedy progresses, and at the time that
the remedy is implemented, EPA will work with the local community (including the
police department, fire department, and school department), the construction contractor(s)
that will be transporting materials, and the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs), to
agree on a route or routes to access the Site, as well as to address other transportation
issues (such as time of operations and locations of special concern) that may be
identified.

Several questions were raised regarding the appropriate design for the landfill caps and
the regulatory requirements should be considered Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) that would govern such design (i.e., RCRA Subtitle
C hazardous waste regulations or state solid waste regulations).

EPA Response:

EPA has determined that RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste regulations are applicable at
the Site, and, as ARARs, they govern the landfill’s closure/capping requirements.
Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous wastes were disposed of at the
Site during the operation of the landfill, which included disposal after 1980, the cap
design and construction shall meet RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste standards.
Notwithstanding the applicability of these RCRA Subtitle C ARARsS, there is flexibility
in the design of the cover to meet the Subtitle C performance standards. The details of
cap materials and construction will be finalized during remedial design.

The comment letter from the PRP group also contained data comparing groundwater
contaminant levels at the Northern Lobe with groundwater monitoring data from a set of
solid waste landfills, The comment argues that the data are comparable and justify
selecting a solid waste cap for the Northern Lobe. As described above, EPA made its
determination based on the evidence of hazardous waste disposal at the Site. The
comparison of groundwater monitoring data is not germane in determining the
applicability of the RCRA Subtitle C hazardous waste regulations,

One commenter noted that EPA should require that materials consolidated from other
areas into the landfill lobes be placed above the water table to avoid contact with
groundwater and to ensure that these materials do not serve as an ongoing source of
groundwater contamination.

EPA Response:

EPA agrees with the comment. Consolidated material will be placed above the water
table.
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One commenter requested that the landfill be designed so that future use is possible.

EPA Response:

Reuse of previously contaminated propertics is a goal of EPA. At this Site, the volume of
waste material contained in the landfill lobes, the limited extent of upland area on Site,
the proximity of wetlands to the lobes and the access road along the northem lobe, all
serve to place limitations on reuse possibilities (See Figure E-2). The wetlands and the
access road, essentially eliminate the possibility of flattening out the Northern Lobe
which would be necessary for something like athletic fields, and would also require
expanding the footprint of the Northern Lobe. In addition, regulations exist requiring that
impacts to wetlands and wetland loss be avoided to the extent practicable. There is a
possibility of incorporating future use into the landfill lobe design, although any use
would need to be compatible with preserving the protectiveness of the remedy and would
need to be incorporated into the remedial design process.

Citing implementability and flooding concerns, one commenter expressed strong
opposition to alternative LF-4, which evaluated re-routing of Sutton Brook around the
landfill lobes.

EPA Response:

EPA agrees that alternative LF-4 is not the best choice for addressing risks associated
with the landfill lobes. As documented in the Feasibility Study as well as earlier in this
Record of Decision, when comparing the various alternatives against the required “nine-
criteria,” alternative LF-4 is not, on balance, the strongest alternative. The most
significant issues which weigh against alternative LF-4 are the extensive wetland impacts
that would result in order to implement the alternative. As a result, EPA has determined
that LF-4 fails to meet location specific ARARs.

Questions and Comments Regarding the Approach to Groundwater Cleanup:

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) as well as the
community group, TOXIC, Inc. commented in support of EPA's proposal for
groundwater treatment in the area of the landfill's Southern Lobe. Another commenter
asked for more information on the rationale for groundwater treatment at the Southern
Lobe but not the Northern Lobe.

EPA Response:

As stated elsewhere, EPA has determined that active groundwater treatment at the
western edge of the Southern Lobe is warranted due to the high level of groundwater
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contamination at the Southern Lobe. Active groundwater treatment is further warranted
due to the concentrating and focusing of contaminated groundwater at the western edge
of the Southern Lobe, which will occur when the vertical barrier is installed as part of the
remedy. The vertical barrier will prevent the migration of highly contaminated
groundwater to Sutton Brook, and will direct contaminated groundwater at the Southern
Lobe in a westerly direction to the “Area for Focused Groundwater Treatment” (see
Figure L-1), where active groundwater treatment will occur. The driving factor in EPA
not requiring active groundwater treatment at the Northern Lobe is that, while
groundwater from the Northern Lobe is contaminated, it is contaminated at significantly
lower concentrations when compared to groundwater at the Southern Lobe (a high
concentration of 842 parts per billion of total VOCs at the Northern Lobe, and a high
concentration of 57,210 parts per billion of total VOCs at the Southern Lobe). EPA has
determined that the natural attenuation which is presently occurring, coupled with the
capping of the Northern Lobe, will adequately address the groundwater contamination
associated with the Northern Lobe. It should be noted, that in general, groundwater from
the Northern Lobe flows through the FDDA and the DGGW areas. Because of this, if the
groundwater contingency were to be implemented at either the FDDA or the DGGW,
groundwater which had originated at the Northern Lobe would be addressed (whether it
needed to be, or not).

One commenter requested clarification of the duration of the planned groundwater
remediation at the Southern Lobe and whether EPA planned to establish criteria for
shutting down such treatment in the future.

EPA Response:

As described in this Record of Decision, active groundwater treatment will be initiated
after implementation of the source control portions of the remedy (capping and vertical
barrier) at the Southern Lobeg. The reason for starting groundwater treatment after the cap
and vertical barrier have been constructed is that it is expected that groundwater
dynamics (flow direction, flow rates, groundwater elevation, etc.) will be affected by
these source control measures. The active groundwater treatment will be most effective
if it can account for the then-current groundwater conditions.

As described in the Record of Decision, groundwater treatment will continue until
cleanup levels have been met at the edge of the Southern Lobe. After cleanup levels have
been met, which is estimated to occur in 65 years to 210 years, the groundwater at the
edge of the Southern Lobe will continue to be monitored for three additional years to
ensure that the cleanup levels continue to be met and the remedy is protective. Since
wastes will be left in place as part of the selected remedy, the NCP requires periodic
reviews of the remedy. A comprehensive review will be conducted at least every five
years to evaluate the protectiveness of the remedy.

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts September 2007
Record of Decision Page 101 of 110



Record of Decision
Part 2: The Decision Summary

B.3.

B.4.

B.S.

Comments on behalf of the PRPs who performed the RI/FS were provided arguing for
delayed implementation of any active groundwater treatment and supporting monitored
natural attenuation (MNA) as the remedy for the Southern Lobe area.

EPA Response:

EPA has determined that it is appropriate to implement active groundwater treatment at
the Southern Lobe following completion of the construction of the landfill cap and the
vertical barrier. EPA does not agree that a delay is warranted. Currently, high
concentrations of contaminants in groundwater exist at the “Area for Focused
Groundwater Treatment” along the western edge of the Southern Lobe (See Figure L-1).
Following construction of the vertical barrier, virtually all contaminated groundwater
associated with the Southern Lobe will migrate through the “Area for Focused
Groundwater Treatment,” rather than the majority of it discharging directly to Sutton
Brook as currently occurs. This is necessary to prevent contaminated groundwater from
continuing to contaminate surface water and sediment within Sutton Brook. This will
significantly add to the overall contaminant load at the “Area for Focused Groundwater
Treatment”. Because of these issues (current high contaminant levels and expected
additional contaminant load), EPA has determined that MNA will not be adequate in this
area and that it is appropriate to start active groundwater treatment following
implementation of the source control measures (cap and vertical barrier) at the Southern
Lobe. As described in Section L., the selected remedy calls for pre-design studies to
identify the precise combination of remedial processes necessary to treat groundwater.

Comments on behalf of the community group, TOXIC, Inc., questioned the
appropriateness of selecting MNA as a compenent of the groundwater remedy.

EPA Response:

EPA has determined that the Remedial Investigation supports the conclusion that MNA 1s
currently occurring within groundwater at the Site. MNA, along with the mostly
horizontal flow of groundwater, the general absence of contaminant migration to bedrock
and overall slow groundwater movement, are helping to limit the spread of the
contaminated groundwater plume. EPA has determined that the source control measures
to be implemented as part of the remedy (including the excavation of contaminated soils
and sediments and the installation of the landfill cover) will eliminate or reduce ongoing
sources of contamination and will serve to support the success of MNA. However, as
stated in this ROD, if MNA is determined to be not effective, the remedy contains a
contingency whereby active groundwater treatment will be implemented.

A number of commenters requested that the ROD explain the process and iriggers for
moving to active remediation for areas where MNA is selected as a remedy with a
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contingency for future treatment. Many of these comments also expressed concern about
the timing of the first such evaluation {which EPA proposed to be conducted during the
first Five-Year Review).

EPA Response:

Section L of this Record of Decision discusses the remedy, including the triggers for
potentially changing from MNA to active groundwater remediation. Briefly,
groundwater will be monitored for indicators to demonstrate that conditions remain that
are conducive to MNA, as well as to demonstrate that MNA is, in fact, occurring, and
that MNA is effective in addressing groundwater contamination at the Site.

The following criteria are among those which will be considered to determine whether
MNA continues to be the appropriate remedy to address groundwater contamination:

o Contaminant concentrations in groundwater at specified locations exhibit an
increasing trend not originally predicted during remedy selection;

» Near-source wells exhibit large concentration increases indicative of a new or
renewed release; '

» Contaminants are identified in monitoring wells located outside of the original plume
boundary;

¢ Contaminant concentrations are not decreasing at a sufficiently rapid rate to meet the
remediation objectives; and

¢ Changes in land and/or groundwater use will adversely affect the protectiveness of
the MNA remedy.

If EPA determines that MNA will not meet Remedial Action Objectives, active
groundwater treatment will be required. The Remedial Design/Remedial Action Scope of
Work (RD/RA SOW), which will govern the implementation of the design and
construction of the remedy, will detail the timing and technical and design steps required
in order to implement active groundwater treatment.

Part 2 of the Record of Decision states that “EPA will evaluate the progress of the MNA
portion of the remedy toward achieving RAOs as data become available, but no less
frequently than during the 5-Year Reviews conducted for the Site.” EPA is required to
conduct 5-Year Reviews at the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site, at a minimum, every 5
years after the commencement of the Remedial Action, which is defined as when the
Remedial Design is completed. As the source control activities are expected to take 2 — 3
years to implement, EPA expects that at most there will be 2-3 years of monitoring data
at the time of the first 5-Year Review. Given that the source control activities are
expected to impact groundwater elevation, flow direction and rate, as well as contaminant
load, EPA has determined that an estimated 2-3 year period between the completion of
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the source control activities (capping and soil excavation) and the initiation of the first 5-
Year Review evaluation is not excessive.

Comments on behalf of the community group, TOXIC, Inc., requested clarification on the
type of vertical barrier proposed for the Southern Lobe, stressing opposition to a “hanging
barrier,” which might allow groundwater to flow under the barrier.

EPA Response:

In order to prevent migration of contaminated groundwater under the vertical barrier, the
base of the barrier will be “tied-in” to an impermeable or low-permeability layer {(e.g., till
or bedrock). This requirement is noted in Section L in Part 2 of this ROD.

Comments on behalf of the community group, TOXIC, Inc., expressed support for
alternatives FDDA-3 and DGGW-3, rather than EPA’s preferred alternatives for those

arcas.

EPA Response:

Alternatives FDDA-3 and DGGW-3 each has active groundwater treatment as a
component. EPA has determined that the source control actions that will be taken at the
Site (including landfill cover, vertical barrier, and source removal) will be effective and
will, in combination with MNA, meet site objectives. EPA has determined that the added
estimated expense of FDDA-3 (approximately $4.8 million) and DGGW-3
(approximately $7 million) is not justified given that the gains predicted for the amount
of time to achieve cleanup levels under FDDA-3 and DGGW-3 are modest. As stated
and described earlier, if EPA determines that MNA is not effective in addressing
groundwater contamination, the remedy has a contingency whereby active groundwater
treatment would be implemented at the Former Drum Disposal Area, the Downgradient
Groundwater Area, or both areas.

Comments on behalf of the Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority (MBTA)
suggested that the groundwater at the Site be re-classified as a non-potential drinking
water supply and that the remedy should not be based on restoration to drinking water
standards.

EPA Response:

Consistent with EPA’s 1995 Final Ground Water Use and Value Determination
Guidance, the MassDEP completed a “Groundwater Use and Value Determination” in
July 2001, for groundwater at and in the vicinity of the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site.
The purpose of the Use and Value Determination is to identify whether the aquifer at the
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Site should be considered of “High,” “Medium,” or “Low™ use and value. In the
development of this Determination, MassDEP applied the criteria for groundwater
classification as promulgated in the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The
classification contained in the MCP considers criteria similar to those recommended in
the EPA Use and Value Guidance. MassDEP’s recommendation supports a Medium Use
and Value for the groundwater underlying the Site. Evaluation criteria utilized in the Use
and Value Determination for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area support the classification of
the aquifer as a potential drinking water supply. As such, potential use of the aquifer as a
drinking water supply must be considered by EPA in setting cleanup levels and in
choosing a remedy.

The Groundwater Use and Value Determination can be found in Appendix B.
One commenter requested further details on the rationale for MNA in some areas and
collection and treatment in other areas, as well as an explanation of where long-term

monitoring would be conducted.

EPA Response:

EPA has determined that active groundwater treatment at the western edge of the
Southern Lobe is warranted due to the high level of groundwater contamination at the
Southern Lobe. Active groundwater treatment is further warranted due to the
concentrating and focusing of contaminated groundwater at the western edge of the
Southern Lobe, which will occur when the vertical barrier is installed as part of the
remedy. The vertical barrier will prevent contaminated groundwater from discharging
directly to Sutton Brook and re-contaminating surface water and sediments, and will help
direct contaminated groundwater at the Southern Lobe in a westerly direction to the
“Area for Focused Groundwater Treatment” (see Figure L.-1), where active groundwater
treatment will occur. EPA is concerned that without active groundwater treatment, the
focusing of additional contaminated groundwater to an area that is already experiencing
high levels of groundwater contamination would be too much for MNA alone to address.

EPA has determined that MNA is currently occurring within groundwater at the Site and
is helping (along with groundwater flow patterns) to restrict the spread of the
contaminated groundwater plume. EPA has determined that the source control measures
to be implemented as part of the remedy (including excavating contaminated soils and
sediments and capping landfill lobes), will eliminate or reduce ongoing sources of
contamination and will serve to support the success of MNA in the arcas where active
groundwater treatment is not proposed.

The actual locations for long-term groundwater monitoring, will be determined during
remedial design (and may be subsequently modified if groundwater conditions change).
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At this Site, there are three purposes for the monitoring. One purpose, as has been
discussed, is to monitor the progress of MNA, and assess whether MNA is adequate to
address groundwater contamination. A second purpose is to monitor whether and when,
groundwater cleanup levels have been achieved. Cleanup levels must be achieved at and
beyond the “point of compliance.” For the Landfill Lobes, the point of compliance is
defined as the edge of the Lobes. Long-ierm monitoring wells will be installed
downgradient of the landfill to monitor this point of compliance. The third purpose of
long-term monitoring is to monitor the size and location of the contaminated groundwater
plume to ensure that it is not spreading beyond its current bounds. In order to make this
assessment, wells would need to be located beyond the current bounds of the plume.

Questions and Comments Regarding the Scope of the Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study (RI/FS):

One commtenter expressed concern that data from residential properties at Bemis Circle
and Homestead Lane were not adequately factored into the remedial investigation or
decision-making. Two commenters asserted that data from the so-called Perkins
Property, northeast of the northern lobe, had not been adequately considered and
improperly considered as a “background” location.

EPA Response:

As stated in the comment, past investigations have occurred at the Bemis Circle property.
These investigations involved the sampling of groundwater, soils, soil gas and indoor air.
In general, detected contaminants were present at very low concentrations, and with
regard to groundwater in particular (the presumed transport mechanism for any
contamination, if one were to exist), the concentrations were well below any potential
action Ievel. EPA does not agree with the commentors’ conclusion that data suggest that
the source of contamination is “in the direction of the landfill and the Former Drum
Disposal Area.” Groundwater from three wells on the property was sampled and
analyzed in December 2006, Results at all three wells showed very low levels of a few
contaminants, with the well closest to the Sutton Brook Disposal Area showing fewer
contaminant detections than the next closest well. Lines of evidence (local and regional
groundwater flow directions as determined by groundwater elevations in monitoring
wells, contaminant distribution and concentrations in groundwater throughout the area),
support the RI conclusion that Sution Brook is the dominant water feature in the area, and
that groundwater flows towards Sutton Brook. This evidence shows that groundwater
from the Site source areas flows to Sutton Brook rather than to Bemis Circle,

EPA has determined that groundwater from the Sution Brook Disposal Area Superfund
Site is not the cause of this contamination and that there is insufficient evidence to
support this conclusion.
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Regarding the Homestead Lane property, EPA has determined that this property is
upgradient of the Sutton Brook Disposal Area. As such, any contamination found on this
property would not have been the result of contamination at the Site. Nonetheless, it was
EPA’s intention that the irrigation well on the property be re-sampled during the RI/FS.
Unfortunately, difficulties coordinating with the homeowner prevented re-sampling from
occurring prior to completion of the RI/FS (although the homeowner does not object to
the sampling). Re-sampling of the groundwater at this property will be conducted as part
of future groundwater monitoring.

The Perkins Property is located northeast of the landfill, across the former railroad bed.
EPA acknowledges that groundwater from the Northern Lobe may have impacted the
edge of the Perkins Property due to hydraulic mounding; this is shown on figures in the
RI report. However, although a comment notes that the property “has not previously
been used for any commercial, industrial, or residential use other than possibly
homesteading and grazing by livestock,” there is evidence that activities such as
excavation, filling, and disposal, have occurred on the property. As the groundwater flow
direction is generally from the Perkins Property towards the Northern Lobe and Sutton
Brook, the extent of the hydraulic mounding is not anticipated to be significant. The data
evaluated during the RI phase of the project did not show significant detections at the
locations which are currently considered “reference.” These findings did not justify
further sampling in that area to refine the extent of contamination in that area.

During the design and remedy implementation phase of the selected remedy, a landfill
monitoring program will be established. At that time, EPA will review any new
information, as well as perform additional testing regarding the extent of the landfill (and
associated contamination) to properly implement the monitoring program.

One commenter noted that two other sites had not been adequately considered as part of
the site investigation, 79 McDonald Road and the Krochmal Farm site (also known as
the Wilmington Disposal Area), and asked about the regulatory status of the Krochmal
Farm property.

EPA Response:

At the time that the documentation proposing the Sutton Brook Disposal Area to the
National Priorities List (NPL) was being compiled, there existed three known areas
which were in the process of undergoing removal actions (79 McDonald Road, the
Krochmal Farm Site or Wilmington Disposal Area, and Rocco’s Landfill). When the Site
was proposed to the NPL, there was no certainty as to whether the removal actions would
be completed prior to final site listing or if additional work (removal or investigations)
would be necessary. The language proposing the Site to the NPL was intended to be
flexible to allow for inclusion, as part of the Site, of any removal area at which either the
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removal had not been completed, or at which follow-up activities remained which would
be appropriately addressed under Superfund.

At the time when the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site’s NPL listing was
finalized in June 2001, the 79 McDonald Road removal had been completed by the
property owners, and applications had been made for the property to be further addressed
as necessary, within the Massachusetts Chapter 21E Cleanup Program. The removal at
the Krochmal Farm/Wilmington Disposal Area had been completed by EPA. EPA and
MassDEP agreed at that time that there was a remaining soil issue to be addressed (low
concentrations of PCBs) and that MassDEP would take the lead in addressing it. It was
further agreed that, given the relatively minor nature of the remaining issue, there was no
reason to include that area in the final listing of the Site. It should be noted that EPA had
already completed extensive electromagnetic (EM) surveys within the farm property
searching for drums and buried waste.

MassDEP has informed EPA that the Krochmal Farm site has a Release Tracking
Number and is within their tracking system.

The MBTA asked whether the RI/FS documented impacts to benthic organisms and
whether EPA had evaluated the long-term benefits of re-establishing benthic organisms
vs. short-term impacts of the proposed Sutton Brook sediment excavation.

EPA Response:

The site channel portion of Sutton Brook directly between the landfill lobes was
evaluated by a comparison of five surface water and sediment samples to effects-based
NOAEL (No Observed Adverse Effects Level) benchmarks in the screening-level step of
the Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment (BERA). Consistent with EPA’s Guidance on
Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites, additional baseline
ecological effects assessment of exposure to contaminants in the site channel portion of
the Brook (located between the landfill lobes) was not conducted in the BERA because of
the assumption that a remedy would have to address the high risk of COPCs in the site
channel. In addition, it was assumed that because of the close proximity of Sutton Brook
to the landfill lobes, construction activities would significantly impact this portion of
Sutton Brook and would essentially be equal to excavation of brook sediment. Given that
the contaminant concentrations detected in surface water and sediments in the area
between the landfill lobes exceeded screening-level benchmarks, the PRP group (who
performed the RI/FS) and EPA agreed that making the assumption that surface water and
sediments between the lobes exceeded risk criteria was reasonable. Because of this,
toxicity testing, which would have documented impacts to organisms (if the impacts
exist) was not conducted as part of the RI in this portion of Sutton Brook. The comment
also questioned whether a comparison had been made between the benefits of re-
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establishing benthic organisms in Sutton Brook, in between the Landfill Lobes, and the
short-term impacts of excavation and consolidation of sediments. The comparison
suggested was not made, because as described above, significant impacts to the Sutton
Brook sediments in-between the Landfill Lobes are expected due to construction
activities. These expected construction impacts, were the primary reason for only
comparing samples with NOAEL benchmarks, as described above.

Citing concerns about groundwater mounding and as a means for comparing alternatives,
the MBTA asked whether a site-wide water balance assessment had been completed.

EPA Response:

Water balance assessments (e.g., precipitation, evaporation, groundwater and surface
water flow rates and volumes, infiltration rates, etc.) were conducted during the RI and
the FS in trying to understand water dynamics at the Site and to assess the impact of
different potential remedial components (e.g., capping, vertical barrier, and extraction
wells). Reference to these efforts can be found in Appendix F of the RI, Appendix F of
the FS, as well as in the body of both documents.

The MBTA requested a detailed review of the cost estimates for each alternative.

EPA Response:

Cost estimates were prepared and developed for the Feasibility Study and the Record of
Decision in accordance with the National Contingency Plan (NCP) and EPA's RI/FS
Guidance. As such, cost estimates are intended to be accurate within +50 to -30 percent
of the actual costs. These costs are intended to be used for comparative purposes, to
allow for cost evaluation between different FS alternatives.

Questions and Comments Regarding Liability, Enforcement, and the Timetable for
Remedy Implementation:

A number of comments and questions were received regarding identification and
participation of additional Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs).

EPA Response:

Since July of 2000, when EPA first notified parties of their liability with respect to buried
drums at the Site, EPA has continued to pursue evidence on parties that may have
Hability at the Site. The purpose of this pursuit is to find additional potentially liable
parties and ultimately reach a settlement with those parties under which they are
compelled to undertake the cleanup of the Site. At the time of the settlement for
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performance of the RI/FS, EPA had identified 39 parties. Recently EPA notified an
additional 23 parties of their potential liability at the Site. EPA will be meeting with
representatives of these recently notified parties in October 2007. EPA expects to begin
negotiating with all notified parties in the spring of 2008 regarding implementing the
selected remedy.

A number of questions were raised regarding the timeline for implementation of the
cleanup once the remedy is selected.

EPA Response:

When PRPs are known to exist at a site, EPA is obligated to pursue those parties and
attempt to compel them to conduct site cleanups. This is the case at the Sutton Brook
Disposal Area Site. As mentioned above, EPA will be negotiating with all notified
parties regarding implementing the selected remedy. EPA expects to commence
negotiations with the Site’s PRPs by the spring of 2008. The amount of time needed to
reach a settlement is uncertain. Following a settlement or an order, EPA estimates that 1-
1.5 years will be required to design the remedy and that an estimated 2-3 years will be
required to construct the remedy.

Several commenters asked about EPA’s planned community notification and involvement
process leading up to and during construction.

EPA Response;

EPA plans to conduct at least one informational meeting during the remedial design
process (probably near completion) in order to discuss aspects of the design and schedule,
as well as any implementation issues. In addition, EPA anticipates at least one, and
probably two, informational meeting(s) during on-site construction to discuss progress
and the upcoming schedule. It is anticipated that these meetings will be supplemented by
informational mailings and/or press releases at key times during the design and
construction process.
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL AFFATIRS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ONE WINTER STREET, BOSTON, MA 02108 617-292-5500

DEVAL L. PATRICK IAN A, BOWLES
Governor Secretary
TIMOTHY P. MURRAY LAURIE BURT
Lieutenant Governor Commisstoner

September 26, 2007

James T. Owens, Director _ Re:  ROD Concurrence Letter
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration Sutton Brook Disposal Arca
Region 1 Superfund Site, Tewksbury, MA

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HIO)
Boston, MA 02114-2023

Dear Mr. Owens:

The Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has reviewed the Record of Decision
{ROD) and the Selected Remedial Action Alternative (Selected Remedy) recommended by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site (the
Site). MassDEP concurs with the Selected Remedy, subject to the matter noted below.

The Site, which is situated on the eastern boundary of the Town of Tewksbury and partially
extends into the Town of Wilmington, is largely undeveloped. Nearby uses include open space,
agriculture and residential. The Selected Remedy addresses several source areas within the Site
by means of containment and treatment of groundwater, excavation of contaminated soil and
sediment and consolidation with landfill waste, and landfill capping. These measures, in
combination with land use restrictions, are intended to address Site risks by preventing exposure
of the public to contaminants above cleanup goals, protecting the constructed remedy, preventing
inappropriate land use, and protecting terrestrial and aquatic wildlife. The major components of
the Selected Remedy include:

s excavation of contaminated soil and sediment above site-specific cleanup levels (soil
at the Garage and Storage Area and the Former Drum Disposal Area, and sediment
from Sutton Brook between the landfill lobes);

consolidation of excavated soils, sediment, and debris into the landfill;

construction of a multi-layer impermeable cap over the landfill lobes;

interception of groundwater from the southern lobe;

a combination of collection and treatment and monitored natural attenuation for
contaminated groundwater;

¢ institutional controls; and

This information is evailable in alternate formsat. Call Donald M. Gomes, ADA Coordinator at 617-556-1057. TDD Service - 1-800-298-2207.
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¢ long-term monitoring.

The Selected Remedy calls for institutional controls in certain specified areas in order to prevent
future exposure, but does not provide the details of those institutional controls. Although
MassDEP’s ability to evaluate this aspect of the selected remedy is consequently limited, we
acknowledge that the ROD indicates that the details of the institutional controls will be worked
out during the pre-design and remedial design phases. As part of this process, MassDEP
encourages the analysis of institutional controls alternatives and the evaluation of specific types
of institutional controls, in accordance with relevant guidance and policies,' during the pre-
design and remedial design phases.

MassDEP fully reserves all rights to evaluate and comment upon specific institutional controls
that EPA may propose, and to determine MassDEP’s participation, if any, in the development,
implementation, administration and enforcement of such institutional controls as EPA may select
or approve for the Selected Remedy.

MassDEP looks forward to working with you in implementing the Selected Remedy.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact Janet Waldron, Project Manager, at (617)
556-1156

ssistant Commission
ureau of Waste Site Cleanup

E-file: 5.01 Correspondence/07 0905 MassDEP_Concurrenceletter

! Reference is made to EPA’s final fact sheet titled “Institutional Controls; A Site Manager’s Guide to [dentifying,
Evaluating and Selecting Institutional Controls at Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action Cleanups” EPA 540-F-
00-005, OSWER 9355.0-74FS-P dated September 2000.”
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GROUNDWATER USE AND VALUE DETERMINATION
Sutton Brook Disposal Area NPL Site

July 2001

Consistent with the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) 1996 Final Ground Water
Use and Value Determination Guidance, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
Protection (MADEP) has completed a “Groundwater Use and Value Determination” for
groundwater in the vicinity of the Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site (the “Site™”). The
purpose of the Use and Value Determination is to identify whether the aquifer at the site
should be considered of “High”, “Medium”, or “Low” use and value. In the development
of this Determination, the MADEP has applied the criteria for groundwater classification
as promulgated in the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The classification
contained in the MCP considers criteria similar to those recommended in the Use and
Value Guidance. The Department’s recommendation supports a Medium Use and Value
for the groundwater underlying the site, provided that no new residential supply wells are
identified by the Town of Tewksbury (in the vicinity of the site) and provided that
existing private wells are routinely tested. An explanation for this recommendation is
outlined below.

The Sutton Brook Disposal Area consists of approximately 100 acres of which
approximately 50 acres were used as an unlined/uncapped landfill for the disposal of
municipal, commercial, and industrial wastes, including (but not limited to): solvents,
sewage, refuse, paint sludge, and steel drum reconditioning waste. Waste materials were
deposited between 1957 until 1979 at which time the landfill was ordered closed by the
Tewksbury Board of Health. According to available file information, indiscriminate
dumping is believed to have continued for some time until approximately 1988,

Since approximately 1988, the property has been the focus of numerous environmental
assessments by MA DEP and EPA. These assessments have (in general) included the
installation of monitoring wells and the collection of sediment, soil, groundwater, and
surface water samples. Contaminants frequently detected and thereby associated with the
landfill inciude (partial listing only): volatile organic compounds (xylene, toluene, and
tricloroethylene); semivolatile organic compounds (phenol, pyrene, fluoranthene, and
chrysene); polychlorinated biphenyls; and inorganic element (arsenic, chromium, lead,
and mercury). Based on ancillary information, EPA was informed and subsequently
confirmed the presence of several drum disposal areas in the vicinity of the former
landfill. As a result (in 1999 and 2000), EPA Removal personnel mobilized to the site
and excavated and removed approximately 60 drums and associated contaminated soil.

In June 2001, the site was listed on the National Priorities List (NPL). Remedial
activities completed to date have been primarily assessment activities (with the exception
of the time-critical removal as a result of the buried drums). In regards to potential
redevelopment scenarios, only very preliminary discussions have ensued. Based on the
anticipated length of time until this phase of the project, the Department has not
considered any specific redevelopment scenarios in this Groundwater Use and Value
Determination, but assumes that at least a portion of the surrounding area could be
-1-
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developed. Accordingly, the Department may revise and/or modify this Determination,
as appropriate, based on any final and unforeseen redevelopment scenarios.

For the purposes of this Determination, the groundwater under evaluation is defined as
the groundwater under the boundaries of the Site as shown on the attached map. The
groundwater beneath and in the vicinity of the Site is classified as GW-1 (see description
below) and is designated a Potential Productive Aquifer. Moreover, the aquifer is
categorized by the U.S. Geological Survey (USCS) as “medium yield”. The GW-1
designation (and the associated standard) is considered protective of human health as a
result of direct human consumption.

Drinking water for the majority of the Town of Tewksbury (including the area along
South Street in the vicinity of the Site) is supplied by a surface water intake located on
the Merrimac River; however, historically the town obtained its drinking water from nine
public water supply wells. These wells were removed from service between the years of
1972 and 1992 due to VOC and metals contaminations. The closest of these wells is the
Poplar Street Well Field (comprised of Well Nos. 8 through 12) located between 0.2 and
0.5 miles southwest of the site. In 19835, a hydrological evaluation was completed,
including pump tests of two (of the five) Popular Street wells (Well Nos. 8 and 9). The
results of this evaluation concluded that Sutton Brook Disposal Area was most likely not
the source of contaminants to these wells; however, the closest of the wells (Well Nos. 10
through 12) were not part of the pump tests.

According to the Tewksbury Board of Health, there are several private wells within 0.25-
miles of the site (see the attached memo dated February 16, 1999 from Thomas Carbone,
Tewksbury Director of Public Health). The closest known private drinking water well is
the drinking water well serving the on-site residence. This well has been repeatedly
sampled; however, (to date) no contaminants have been detected. The location of this
well is northwest (and presumably cross-gradient) from the Site. Based on recent
conversations with Mr. Carbone (May 2001), a private well survey is being conducted to
better determine the actual number of private wells in the vicinity of the site. Based on
groundwater contour maps developed in 1995, groundwater flow is (locally) towards
Sutton Brook, and regionally towards the west.

For the purposes of completing a risk assessment, considering the GW-1 designation and
the average depth to groundwater in the vicinity (i.e., the perimeter) of the landfill (i.e.,
between 5 to 10 feet below ground surface), the risk assessment factors as it relates to
groundwater beneath the Site should include, but not limited to, the following:

Human Health:

a} Potential human consumption and/or exposure as a result of existing and/or future
private groundwater supply wells;

b) Excavation into groundwater (i.e., worker exposure);

c) Discharge into surface water and the consequential effects of the discharge (i.e.,
wading scenarios, recreation, and fishing); and

d} Potential migration of contaminants to indoor air {within occupied structures) and
subsequent exposure to volatile contaminants (pending development of the site or
on adjacent parcels which might overlie contaminated groundwater).

2.
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Ecological:
a) Effects on the biota that make up the benthic community; and
b) Effects on the biota that feed on or in the benthic community, and on up the food
chain, as determined by the substance’s persistence and ability to bicaccumulate.

Table 1 reviews the Site Area with respect to the eight factors contained in the Use and
Value Determination Guidance. In light of the use and value factors and similar criteria
established in the MCP, the Department supports a Medium Use and Value for
groundwater in the vicinity of the Sutton Brook Disposal Site. As stated previously,
pending future development scenarios, modifications to this determination may be
warranted. '

Use and Value for SUTTONBK.doc



TABLE 1

SUTTON BROOK DISPOSAL AREA GROUNDWATER USE AND VALUE DETERMINATION

JULY 2001

- Use and Value Factors

Site-specific Considerations

Use and Value Designation

Quantity

The aquifer beneath the site is designated as a medium-yield potentially productive
aquifer by the USGS. Moreover, impacts to groundwater within the review area
have been documented; however, the extent to which groundwater treatment will be
required is unknown.

Medium

Quality

Groundwater beneath the site is contaminated with numerous substances, most
notably: benzene, toluene, phenol, xylene, trichloroethylene, acetone, and various
metals. Moreover, numerous public supply wells were closed as a result of many of
these contaminants (the source of which has not been determined).  The closest
interim wellhead protection area is located between 0.5 and 1 mile southeast from
the site (presumably cross-gradient from the on-site source). Contaminants in
groundwater may pose a risk to private well users (in the vicinity of the site) through
ingestion, direct contact, and inhalation of contaminants via volatilization.

Medium

Current Public Drinking Water
Supply

The majority of the residents in the vicinity of the Site are supplied by public
(municipal) water supply; the current source for this water supply is a surface water
intake located on the Merrimac River. In general, the residences in the vicinity of the
site have access to this municipal supply; however, there remain several private
wells (including the water supply at the on-site residence) which are operable.

Medium

Current Private Drinking Water
Supply

According to the Town of Tewksbufy Board of Health, there are several private well
users in the vicinity of the site. Specific uses of each of the private wells are
unknown (agricultural, domestic, etc.). The closest private water supply {an on-site
bedrock well) has been tested; no contaminants have been identified. This well is
located cross-gradient from on-site sources. Accordingly, these well are threatened

High

Likelihood and Identification of
Future Drinking Water Use

by the potential migration of on-site contaminants.

The site is currently designated as a potentially productive aquifer and several
private wells exist within 0.25 miles of the site. Based on the access to municipal
water in the area, it is not expected that a significant number of new private wells or
any public wells would be installed; however, the potentia} exists.

Medium

Other Current or Reasonable
Expected Ground Water Use(s)
in Review Area

At this time, there are no other projected uses of groundwater in the Review Area
(excluding of drinking water).

Low

Ecological Value

A portion of the groundwater beneath the site discharges to Sutton Brook and
(therefore) provides hydrologic support for a significant amount of freshwater
wetlands located adjacent to this waterbody.

Medium

Use and Value for SUTTONBK.doc

-4 -




SUTTON BROOK DISPOSAL AREA GROUNDWATER USE AND VALUE DETERMINATION

TABLE 1 '

JULY 2001 (Concluded)

Public Opinion

Public opinion was solicited during the promulgation of the MCP regulations,
groundwater standards, and groundwater classifications.

Medium

Use and Value for SUTTONBK .doc
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ROD RISK WORKSHEET

Table G-1

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Scil
Exposure Medium: Upland Soil (0-10°)

. Chemical of . , Frequency of | Exposure Paint Exposure P?mt Statistical
Exposure Peint Concentration Detected Units . . Concentration
Concern Detection Concentration Units Measure
Minimum Maximum (1)
IGSA, Upland

Benzo(a)anthracene 0.046 45 mg/kg 10713 3840 mg/kg 95% UCL

Benzo(a)pyrene 0.042 27 mg/kg 10713 228 mg/kg 95% UCL

Benza(byftuoranthene 0.066 15 mg/kg . 10/13 16.1 mg'kg 95% UCL

Benzo(k)fiuoranthene . 0.08 24 mg/kg 8/13 20.27 mg’kg 95% UCL

Dibenz{a,hjanthracene 0.068 45 ma/kg 5113 3882 mgfkg 95% UCL

Indenc(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 011 10 mg/kg a/13 B.4% mafkg 95% UCL

Key

I(“) Statistics: Maximurn Detected Value (Max), 95% UCL (95% UCL); Arithmetic Mean (Mean)
GSA = Garage and Storage Area (Group 4)

The table represents the future chemicals of concem (COCs) and expasure point cancentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs detected in upland soil (i.e., the concentrations that will be used to estimate the exposure and
1risk for each COC in upland sail). The table includes the range of concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (j.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the samples
collected at the site}, the EPC, and haw the EPC was derived. This table indicates that the carcinogenic PAHs benzo(ajanthracene, benzo(a}pyrene, benzo(b)flucranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene, dibenz(a,hjanthracene,
and indeno(1,2,.3-cd)pyrene are the only COCs in upland soil at the site. The 35% UCL on the arithmetic mean was used as the EPC for these six carcinogenic PAHS.

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Qther Remedy Selection Decision Documents (U.5. EPA, 1999)

Page 1 of 1 Section G Tables-HH draft.xls




ROD RISK WORKSHEET

Table G-2

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Groundwater
Exposure Medium: Indoor Air

Exposure Point

FDDA = Former Drum Disposal Area (Group 3)

{1} Statistics: Maximum Detected Value {Max); 95% UCL (95% UCL); Arithmetic Mean (Mean)

) Chemical of . . Frequency of | Exposure Point . Statistical
Exposure Paint Concentration Detected Units quancy p ) Concentration
Concern Detection Concentration Units Measure
Minimum Maximum (Y
FFDA
Taluene 0.32 78000 ugfL 9/24 8300 ug/m® Max
Xylenes {total) 0.43 28200 ug/L 10/24 2500 ug/m’ Max
Key

The table represents the future chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for each of the CQGCs for the vapor intrusion (i.e., indoor air) pathway that were detected in groundwater {i.e., the
concentrations that will be used.to estimate the exposure and risk for each COC for the vapor intrusion pathway). The table includes the range of concentratians detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of
detection {i_e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the samples collected at the site}, the EPC, and how the EPC was derived. This table indicates that the volatile organic chemicals, teluene and xylenes,
are the most frequentty detected COCs in groundwater that may potentially impact indoor air at the site. The maximum detected groundwater concentration was used to estimate a maximum indoor air concentration that
was used as the EPC for each of the COCs selected for the vapor intrusion pathway.

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents {U.S. EPA, 1999)

Page 1 of 1
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ROD RISK WORKSHEET

Table G-3

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration

Scenario Timeframa: Future
Medium: Groundwater
Exposure Medium; Potable Groundwater

. Exposure Point -
Exposure Point Chemical of Contentration Detocted Units FrequenFy of | Exposure P?mt Concentration Statistical
Concern Detection Concentration Units Measure
Minimum Maximum {1}
Groups 1 &2
1.2-Dichloroathane 2 1] uglL 24173 89 ug/l Max
1.2-Crchiomethens (olal} 150 150 uwL 1/8 150 ugl Max
1,2-Dict 0.27 14 ugll 2173 34 uy'L Max
1,4-Dict 048 " [ 20174 11 oyl Max
1.4-Cioxane 22 30 upi 40/ 53 530 ugl Max
2-Bulancne 17 27000 uQfL 21/85 27000 uglL Max
4-Mathyl-2-penlancne 10 13000 uglL 28/65 13000 uglL Max
Acslong 25 21000 L 25785 21000 ugh. Max
Benzens 0.3 38 ugll 28169 348 ugiL Max
Chiorafenm 17 17 ugil 173 17 ugL Max
cis-1,2-Cichlaroeihene 047 450 L 20/848 450 ugL Max
Ethylbenzene 13 2000 g 32/ 74 2000 gL [
Methyl chiorice 042 2140 uglL 8172 2140 ugil Max
n-Propylbenzene 042 260 ugiL 14783 260 ugl Max
Tedrachlorpethene 0.72 17 gL 3172 17 WL WMax
Teiahydrofuran 25 10000 gl 40157 11400 uplL Max
Toluene 0.53 21000 ugl 39/ 21000 gL Max
Trichioroethene 1.1 78 ugil 9/74 76 ugiL Max
Vinyt Chiloride i a5 ugll 4772 35 gL Max
yhenes (total} .38 wo ugll. 46/ T8 400 ugnL Max
3-f-Methylphenol 6.5 10000 vl 2038 10000 L Max
4-Methylphenol 6600 11000 ugil 418 11000 uglL Max
Naptihalens 043 240 ugl 15177 240 uglL WMax
MN-NEtrosadi-n-bautylamine 1.08 1.08 ug/l 1/9 1.08 wgylL Max
MN-Nitrosopyrrokdine 268 968 ugll 1/9 0.68 L Max
o Toludine 315 3.16 ugll 1/9 .16 ug/l Max
Pyndine Py 42 ugll 2738 42 ug/L Max
Arsenic s 2000 ugil B2r/77 2000 ugt Max
Berylsum 0.5 a0 ult 13757 30 ug/L Max
‘Cadmivm 0.4 360 ugh 23776 360 gL Max
Manganese 40 20200 ugL B 84 20200 uglL Max
Thallium 3e 47 uL 3/60 4.7 ug/lL Max
Key

(1) Statistics: Maximum Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL (B5% UGL); Artthmetic Mean (Mean)

The table represents he future chemicats of concem {COCS) and exposure peim concentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs delected in Groups 1 & 2 groundwaler {i.e_, the concentrations that will be used to eshmate
the exposure and risk for esch COGC in Groups 1 & 2 groundwaier). The table includes the range of concentrations detecied for aach COC, as well gs the frequency of delectien (i@ . ihe number of times the chemical was

inthe at the site). the EPC, and how the EPC was derdved. This table indicates 1hal the inonyanic chemicals, arsenk: and manganese, and 1he organic chemicals, 1,4-dioxane, 4-methyl2-
peniancne, benzene, ethylbenzene, tetrahydrofuran, toluene. xylenes, apd methylphennls are ihe most {requently detected COCS in groundwaler st the sie. The maximum detecied concentration was used as the EPC
for each of the COCs delecied in groundwater.

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Setection Decision Documents {U.S. EPA, 1833}

Page 10of 1
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ROD RISK WORKSHEET

Table G4

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Medium: Graundwater

Exp Medium: Potable Groundwater
Exposurs Paint Chemical of - P . . . Frequency of | Exposury Point Exposure Point Statistical
posu ! Concern e Units Detection Concentration Concl:':::lhon Maasure
Minimum Maximum 1]
Groups 36
1.1.2-Trchiorosthane 3 692 ugh 298 592 ugl Max
1, 1-Dichicrosthane oA 3800 ugh 40148 3600 uglL Max
1.2-0 0.28 244 ol BEE ad e e Max
1.2-0 Hows) 2 130 gl 204 130 ugl Max
1.2-Chchicropropen s Q.35 el gl 38 kL gl Max
1.4-Dchicrobenzene: 054 EF) wgll 104116 EH upl Max
1.4-Croxans 1.6 3000 vl 58120 3000 _ugl Max
2-Buianons 2 77000 ugl [ 77000 ugh Max
4-Mathy-2-pentanons 1 19000 vgl 15127 190000 ugl Max
Acatone 241 73000 ugh 16125 73000 g Max
A 800 1300 gl el 1300 ugh [
Banzany 0.12 3 uglL 39131 45 _ugh Max
Carban ad 52 52 ugl 1853 52 ugh Max
< 028 57 ugh 21108 57 ugh Max
an-1.2-Oxchiaoethene 018 i3 _uglt 427 220 ugh M
Ethyl methacrylrie 4000 4000 ugt 1724 4000 s M
Etrytbenzens oo B400 ugh. 354148 8400 ugh Max
Mettryiena chinnca 055 2200 ugl 6/130 2200 ugh Max
nF 039 82 upl 15 [F ugh Mux
T [F7] [ ug 133 [ ugh [
Tartrahydrofuran 10 20000 ugl 40115 20000 gt M
Tousme FER 74000 ugl 30/132 TEDCD ugh Miex
Trchiomethens o1 B ugh 20134 & ugh Max
Viryl Chlords 031 71 ugn 17 71 ugh Max
Xylenas (tote) o1 28200 upl 50/148 28700 ugl [T
=pha-gHC 0047 0047 upl 114 0047 gL [
Arodor-1254 12 12 ugll 143 12 Ll [T
2 17 100¢ ugl 16585 1000 ugh Max
Hé-Matrviphanol 40 2100 uplL 1349 2100 ugL Max
oim(2-E! 73 610 ugll 70 610 uglL [T
- D45 11 gl 5118 11 uglL Max
Phenoi 0559 9400 ugl. 1185 9400 ugt Max
Amtmany 38 100 upl. 407 100 ugh Max
Arammic 00155 2320 ugl 100141 2320 ugh Max
Barylum 04 560 ugl 21123 560 ugh Max
Cadmium 04 [ ugl 18141 80 ugl Max
‘Chromium ar aa upd 340126 a0 ugf Max
I 00595 20000 ugl 129/133 28000 ugl Max
Sdver 07 B0 ugl 141130 BOO ugL Max
Fhadhum 005 48 ugl se7 48 ugr Max
Zinc 41 55000 upd 39130 55000 uglL Max
Key

(1) Statwhcs Maxnmum Datecind Valua (Mas), 55% UCL (85% LICL). Apthmanc Maan (Mean)

The table represants the ftune chemicals of concam (COCe) and exposure point concentratons (EPTs) for sach of the COCs detecied 1n Groups 3-8 groundwatter (i e . the concentrations thet wil be used t emimate the
axpoaure and nak for esch COC in Groups 3-5 proundwater]  The lable incdudes the range of concentrabons. delected for sach COC_ a4 well g the requency of detecton (1 4, the numbes of mes the chemicat was
dwtected i the aamphes collected at the ste), the EPC_and how the EPC was derved  Thrs table indicates that B norganic chemeas, asens, chromium, manganesa, and zinc, and the crganic chemical 1.1-
dchioroethane, 1 4-dicxane, benzens, og-1,2 , it , tetr . 10liene, xylenes, and are the mast detacled COCE in graundwater st the wis. Tha maximum detectsd
concenliabon was used as the EPC o1 each of the COC detected 1n groundwater

Source: A Guide ta Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Oihar y ion Decision D (U.S. EPA, 1999)
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ROD RISK WORKSHEET

Table G-5

Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Pathway: Ingestion, Dermal

Chemical of Oral Cancer Dermal Cancer Slope Factor Weight of Date
Concern Slope Factor Slope Factor Units Evidence/Cancer Source {MM/DD/YYYY)
Guideline Description

1.1,2-Tnchioroeihane 5 7E-02 5.7E-02 (mg/kg-day)™ c IRIS QG707
1.1-Dichicroathane M/A NiA Nta, Cc Nt e 17Y
1.2-Dichioroalhane 9.1E.02 §.1E-D2 {mgrkg-day)” B2 RIS 03077
1 2-Dichloroathene {tatal) NiA N/A [ N/A N/A N/A
1 2-Dichloropropana 6 BE-02 6.8E-02 (mg/kg-day)” NIA HEAST 1597
1.4-Dichtarcbenzene 2 4E-02 2.4E-02 (ro/kg-day)” NIA HEAST 1897
1,4-Dioxane 1.1E-02 1.1E-D2 (mg/kg-day)” B2 RIS 0307107
2-Butancne N/A Ni& NIA NIA NIA MIA
4-Malhyl-2-penianone N/A NIA N/A NIA N/A NiA
Acetone N/A NiA N/A N/A WNIA NiA
Acrylonilrila 5 4E-01 5.4E-01 (mg/kgday)” B1 IRIS QU0TI07
Benzeng 5 5E-02 5.5E-02 (mg/kg-day)” A RIS QU707
Carbon Tetrachionde 1.3E-01 1.3E-01 (mgrkg-day)” B2 IRIS Q3/07/07
Chiorofom 31E-D2 31E-02 (mgrkg-day) B2 CalEPA 2005
ois-1,2-Dichigrpalhena NiA N/A NiA D WiA Wi
Ethyl metnacrylate N/A NA N/A NIA N/A NIA
Ethylbenzene NIA MNIA NtA ¥ NiA NiA
Methylene chioride 7.5E-03 7.5E-03 (mg/kg-day) " B2 IRIS 007107
n-Propyloenzana N/A N/A NIA NIA N/A NiA
Tetrachloroethena 5 4E-D1 5.4E-01 (mg/kg-day)” B1 CalEPA 2005
Tetrahydrofuran NIA NIA NIA NIA N/A NIA
Toluena NIA NA N/A NIA NiA NIA
Trichlaroelhene 4 0E-D1 4 DE-O1 img/kg-day)” NIA EPA 2001
Viny' Chiaride - adull 7.2E-01 7.2E01 (mgrkg-day)" A IRIS Q3407107
Viny! Chiaride - lifetime 1.5E+00 1.5E+00 (mg/kgday)” A RIS 0307107
Xylenes {total} N/A MN/A N/A N/A NIA WA
2-Msthylphenol NIA N/A N/A [ N/A Nya
3-i4-Mathytphenol NIA, NIA NfA NIA /A NiA
4.Methylphenol NiA NiA N/A [ N/A Nia
Benzoia)anthracena 7.3E-01 7.3E-01 (mg/kg-day)” NiA IR!S {2) 0307107
Renzoia)pyrene 7.3E+00 7.3E+DG (mgfg-day)” B2 RIS Q3/07/07
Benza(b)fluaranthane 7.3E-01 7.3E-01 (mg/kg-day)” B2 IRIS {2} 03/07/07
Benza(k)fuoranthene 7 3E-02 7.3E-02 {mg¢kg-day)” B2 IRIS {2) 0307/07
s (2-Elhylhexyliphthalate 1 4E-02 1.4E-02 (mg/kg-day)” B2 RIS 030T/07
Dibenz(a,hyanlhracene 7.3E+00 7 3E+00 {mg/kg-day)” 82 IRIS {2) 0307507
Indenoa(1.2,3-cd)pyrena 7.3E01 73501 {mp/kg-day)” 82 IRIS (2) 03067107
Naphthalene NiA NiA NIA [ NIA N/A
N-Milrgsodi-n-butylaming 5.4E+D0 5.4E+00 {mgfkg-day)” B2 IRIS 03/3TI07
N-Mirosopyrratiding 2 1E+00 2. 1E+00 {mg/g-day)” B2 RIS 03/07107
o-To'udine 2 4E01 24E01 {matkg-day)” NIA HEAST 1997
Phenal N/A NiA NiA [5) NiA NIA
Pyrdine N/A NiA NiA NiA NiA N/A
alpha-BHC 6 3E+00 & JE+00 (mgikg-day}” B2 RIS 0307107
Araclor-1254 (watar) 4 BE-01 4 0E-01 {mgikg-day)” B2 RIS a307/07
Antimony MiA N/A NiA MIA NiA NIA
Arsenc 1.5E+00 1.5E+00 {mg/kg-day)™ A IRIS 03/07/07
Berylium NiA N/A NIA B1 N/A NiA
Cadmium MNIA N/A N/A B1 {via inhalalion) NIA NiA
Chromium NiA NiA N/A A (via inhalation) NIA NiA
Manganese NiA NIA N/A D NIA NIA
Sitver NIA [ N/A D N/A NIA
Thalium NIA N/& N/A 5] N/A NIA
Zine NiA NiA N/A D N/A NIA
Pathway: Inhalation

Chemical of Inhalation Weight of Date

Concern Unit Risk Units Cancer Slope Units Evidence/Cancer Source (MM/DD/YYYY)
Factor Guideline Description

1.1,2-Trichloroethane 16E-05 fugim'y’ 5.6E-D2 {mglkg-cay)™ c IRIS* 03107107
1,1-Dichigrasthang N/A NIA N/A NiA o] N/A N/,
1.2-Dichloroethana 2.6E-05 {ugim®y’ 9.1E-02 (mgrkg-day} " B2 IRIS* 03/07/67
1,2-Dichlprogtnens (iofal) NIA N/A N/A NIA N/A NrA N/A,
1 4-Dioxana 7 7E-06 (ugim®y’ 2.7E-D2 {mg/kg-cay)” B2 CalEPA* 2005
2-Butanong N/A N/A N/A NIA Ni& N/A NIA
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ROD RISK WORKSHEET

Table G-5

Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

4-Methyl-2-pentanone N/A NiA Nis NiAa N/A MN/a MNiA
Acelong N/a NiA NiA NiA N/A . WA N/A
Acryionitria B.BE 05 (ugim®y” 2.3BE-G1 (mg/kg-day)” B1 RIS 03/07/07
Benzens 7.BE-06 (ug/m®y” 2.73E-02 (mgkg-day)” A IRIS* UIOTHT
Carban Talrachloride 15605 ugim%’ 5. 25E-02 (mg/kg-day)” Bz iRIS® 03107107
Chigroform 2.3E-05 (ugm%* 8.05E-02 {mgrkg-day)” B2 IRIS® 03/07/07
cis-1,2-Dichloroethens NIA N/A NiA N/A D N/A NiA
Ethy! methacrylate NIA N/A NiA N/A N/A N/A NIA
Ethylbenzena NiA N/A NIA N/A, D NIA NIA
Methylene chionda 4. TECT (ugim’)"' 1.65E-03 (mg/kg-day)’ B2 IRIS" 03/07/07
n-Prapylbenzena NiA NIA N/A NIA N/A N/A NiA
Talrachlorcethane 59E-06 (ug/m’y’ 207602, (mg/kg-day;” B1 CalEPA 2005
Tatrahydrofuran NIA MNIA . N/A NIA N/A MNIA NIA
Toluene NiA NiA NiA NA N/A NIA NIA
Tachioroglheng 2 QE-06 (ugimy’! 7.00E+00 {mg/kg-dayy” N/A CalEPA 2005
Wiryl Chionde - adult 4 4E-08 (ugimy* 1.54E-02 (mg/kg-dayy” A IRIS" a30707
Vinyl Chioride - Iifgtime 8 BE-06 (ugtmy! 3.06E-02 (mg/kg-dayy” A IRIS* Q307107
Xyieras (1otal) N/A N/A N/A NA N/A NiA NIA
2-Methylphenol NIA N/A NfA NIA [o! NIA N/A
3-/4-Mathylphenal NIA NIA N/A NIA NiA& NIA NIA
4-Mathylphenol NIA NA N/A NIA [o! NIA N/A
bis(2-Ethylhexyliphthalata 2 4E-06 (ugm¥y” B 4E-02 (mgkg-cay)” B2 GalEPA 2005
Maphthalene NiA NiA N/A N/A c NIA NiA
N-HNtrosadi-n-butylaming 16E-03 {ug/m®)" 5.6E+00 (mgrkg-cay)”’ B2 IRIS* 03407107
N-Nitrosapyrrohdine 8 1E-04 {ug/m®y* 2.14E+00 (mgkg-cay)’ 82 IRIS* QM07/07
Phenal N/A NiA N/A NIA [+ N/A NIA
Pynding NiA N/A N/A NiA M7A N/A NIA
Key EPA Group
N/ Mot applicable A - Human carcinogen
RIS Integrated Risk Information System, U S EPA B1 - Probable human carcinogen - Indicales that limitked human data are available
HEAST = Mational Canter for Exposure Assassment, Health Effects B2 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates sufficient evidenca in animals and inadequate ar na

Assessment Summary Tables evidance in humans
CalEPA = Calformea Environmental Projeclion Agency C - Possible human carcinegen

O - Mot classifiable as a human carcinogen
(2} Tne foliowing toxicity equivalancy facters (TEFS) were applied to the € - Evidence of nencarcinogenicity
toxicry valug for benzo(a)pyrene to derive a toxicity value for carcinogenic
PAHs = - indicales slcpe factor calculated frem unit risk; SF = 70 kg / 2Q m*a' * UR
Benzojajanthracena 0.1
Banzola)pyrene 1
Benzo(b)uoranthene 0.1
Benzo(kjfugranihene 0.01
Dibenz{a,hianthracena 1
indena{1,2.3-cd)pyrana 0 1

This iable provides the carcinaganic risk information which is ralévant to the contaminants of concem in upland soil, indor air, and groundwater. At this fime, siapa factors are not availabia for the darmal route]
of exposure  Thus, the demai stopa factars used in Lhis assessment have been extrapolated from cral valuas An adjustment factor is sometimes applied, and is depanden! upan how well Ihe chemical is
absorbed via the oral roule  Agiusimanis ara particulary mpartant for chemicals with less than 50% absarplion via iha ingastion route. However, adjustment is not nacessary for the chamicals evaluatad at
this site  Therefora. the same values presented abeve were used as 1he dermal carcinogenic slope factors for these contaminants. Fifteen of the COCs are also considered carcinogenic via the inhalation
route  Araclor 1254, alpha-BHC, and arsenic, as non-volalila contaminants, were nat includad in the avaluation of inhalation exposures.

Saurce: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents {U.S. EPA, 1999)
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Table G-6

Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Pathway: Ingestion, Darmal

Combined
Chronie/ Oral RID Dermal RfD Uncertalnty]| Sources of Rip; | D2te® of Rfd:
Chemical of Concern Oral RfD Value . Dermal RD Primary Target Organ ‘| Target Organ
Subchronic Unity Unlits Modifylng | Target Organ
(MM/DD/YYYY)
Factors
1.1.2-Trichlorcethane Chronic 4.0E-03 mgikg-day 4.0E-03 rng/kg-day Blowd 1000 IRIS 03107107
1.1-Dichlorosthane Chrenic 2.0E-01 mg/kg-day 2.0E-01 mg/kg-day CNS PPRTV 01/27/05
ATSDR MRL
1.2-Drchiorasthane Chronic 2.0E-01 mgrkg-day 2.0E-01 mg/kg-day Kidnay 300 {inlermediate) 09/01/01
1.2-Dichlaroathana (tatal} Chronig 9.0E-03 mglkg-day §.0E-Q3 my/kg-day Livar HEAST 1957
1 2-Dachloropropane Chrome N/A /A NiA N/A Nia Ni& NA N/A
1 _4-Dichlorobenzane Chranic 9.0E-02 mg/kg-day 8.0E-02 mglug-day Developmantal 1000 RIS {2) QXGTI7
1.4-Digxane Chranic 1 CE-01 mg/kg-cay 1.0E-01 mgfug-day Livar 100 ATSDR MRL 10/G1/04
2.EButanone Chronic 6 0E-01 mg/kg-day 6.0E-D4 mplkg-day Developmental 1000 IRIS 0307107
4-Methyl-2-pentanone Chranic 8 QE-02 mg/kg-day 8.0E-02 molkg-day Livar, Kidnay 3000 HEAST 1667
Acalone Chranic 9 0E-01 mg/kg-day 8.0E-01 mg/kg-tay Kidnay 1000 RIS Q307107
Acry'orutrile Chronic 1,0E-03 mg/kg-day 1.0E-03 mg/kg-day Reproductive 1000 HEAST 1897
Benzane Chronic 4 0E-03 mg/kg-day 4 0E-03 mg/kg-day Immune System 300 IRIS 0307107
Carbon Tetrachlaride Chroni¢ 7.0E-04 mg/kg-day 7.0E-4 mglkg-day Livar 1000 RIS QNOTIO7
Chlorofarm Chronic 1.0E-DZ mg/kg-day 1.0E-02 mg/kg-day Liver 100 RIS 03/07/07
a1s-1,2-Dichloroathene Chronic 1.0E-D2 mg/kg-day 1.0E-02 mgikg-day Blood PERTV 03/01/06
Ethyl mathacrylats Chronic 9 DE-DZ mg/kg-day 8.0E-02 mg/kg-day Kidnay 100 HEAST 1597
Elhylbenzang Chronic 1.0E-01 mg/kg-day 1.0E-01 mg/kg-day Liver; Kidney 1000 RIS 03707107
Methylena chionde Chomg 5.0E-D2 i kg-day 6.0E-02 mg/kg-day Liver 100 IRIS 030797
n-Propylbenzene Chroni¢ NA NIA Nia N/A N/A Nia MiA NIA
Telrachiorpethene Chranic 1.0E-02 mg/kg-day 4 DE-02 mg/hg-day Liver 1000 RIS 030707
Tatrahydrofuran Chromic WA WA NiA N/A Ni&, N/A NiA N/A
Taluang Chranic & JE-02 mg/hg-cay 8.0E-02 mglkg-day Kidnay 3000 IRIS Q30707
Tricnloroetnane Chronic NA NIA NfA A Ni& NiA NiA NiA
Vinyl Chicnde Chronic 3.0E-03 mglkg-gay 3.0E-03 mglkg-day Liver 30 RIS 03107107
Xylenes (lotal) Chronic 2.0E-01 mgikg-say 2.0E-01 mgikg-day Ganeral Toxicity 1000 RIS 03/07i07
2-Melhylphencl Chronic 5 QE-02 mg/kg-day 5.0E-02 mglkg-day Ganaral Toxisity; CNS 1000 IRIS 03107/07
RIS (value for 3~
3-14-Methylphenol Chronic 5.0E-D2 mig/kg-day 5.0E-02 mg/kg-day Ganaral Toxicity, CNS 1000 methylphenal) * Q3Q7/07
IRIS {valua for 3-
4-Mathylphenol Chronig 5.0E-02 mg/kg-day 5.0E-02 mg/kg-day General Toxicity, GNS 1000 methylphenol) DO707T
Benzolajanthraceane Cheomig [ NiA NiA Ni& HiA N/A, NIA NiA
Benzoja)pyrens Chronic NIA [ WA NiA WA NA WA NiA
Benza(biflugranihena Chronic NiA NA NIA Ni& HA NIA Nid NiA
Benzo(k}fluoranthene Chronig MNiA N/A MNA Ni& N/A A NIA NiA
bis(2-Ethylnexyliphlhalate Chronic 2 DE-02 mg/kg-day 2.0E-02 mg/kg-day Liver 1000 RIS 03T
Dibenz{a.hjanthracena Chronic NiA NiA MNIA NiA A WA NA Ni&
indane(1.2 3-cd)pyrens Chronic NiA N/A M/A Ni& N/A NIA WA NIA
Naphthalena Chranic 2 0E-D2 moikg-day 20QE-02 mg/kg-day Genaral Toxicity 3000 RIS 030767
N-Mitrosodi-n-bulylamina Chronic Nia N/A MNIA NIA NiA N/A NiA NiA
N-Nitrosopyrohidine Chronig N/A A NIA N/A NiA N/A NiA Ni&
o-Toludine Chronic Nity Nif M/A [ Ni& N/A WA Ni&
Phencl Chronic 3.0E-01 mgikg-day 3,0E-01 mygrkg-day Developmenial 300 RIS 03/07/07
Pyndine Chrenic 1 DE-02 mgkg-day 1.0E-D3 mgrkg-day Liver 1000 RIS 03/07/07
alpha-BHC Chronic N/A NiA NiA A HNiA MN/A N/A N/A
Arocor-1254 Chronic 2 DE-35 mg/kg-day 2.0E-D5 mpdkg-day Imeune sysiem 300 RIS 03/07/07
Antimony Chranic 4.0E-04 mg/kg-day €.0E-D5 mpsdkp-day General Toxioty 1000 IRIS 03/07/07
Arsenic Chranic 3.0E-04 mg/kg-day 3.0E-D4 mp/kg-day Skin 3 IRIS 03/07/07
Berylium Chranic 2.0E-03 mg/kg-day 1.4E-05 mg/kg-day Gaslraintestinal Syatem 300 IRIS 03/67/07
Cadrmim Chronic 5.0E-04 mg/kg-day 2.5E-04 mgikg-day Kidrsy 10 RIS QIRTI07
Chramium Chranic 3.0E-03 mg/kg-oay 7.5E-05 mgikg-day Gastroiniesiinal System 3000 IRIS {valuas for Cr+&} 03/07/07
Marganese {wailar) Chronic 4 7E-02 mg/kg-oay 1.9E-03 mg/kg-day CNS 1 IRIS {3} QY0707
Silver Chronic 5 0E-03 mg'kg-day 2.0E-04 mg/kg-day Bkin 3 IRIS 00707
Thallium Chronic B8.0E-05 mg/hg-tay B.DE-05 mgfkg-day Biooa 3000 IRIE" 03/07/07
Zinc Chromc 3.0E-01 mglkg-cay 3.0E-01 mgskg-cay Blood 3 IRIB 0307/07
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Table G-6

Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary

Pathway: Inhalation

Combinad Sources of RfC:
Chronic/ Inhalation Inhalation | Inhalation RfD Uncertainty/| ) Datas
Chemical of Concern .| Inhalation RfC ) Primary Target Organ e RfD: Target
Subchronic RfC Uniits RD Unite Ty Target Organt woditying g {(MMIDD/YYYY)
Organ
. Factors
1 1 Z2-Tnchlcroathans Chronig 14 \-IU-‘""3 N/A NA Blood A Caloulaiad (1} NiA
1.1-Dichloroslhane Chronic 50 ugim? N/A N/A Kidnay MNA HEAST 1997
1.2-Dicnloroslhane Chromic 2430 Uﬂr‘m: NiA N/A Liver 30 ATSCR MRL (0.6 ppm| 2005
PPRTV [value for
1.2-Dichloresthena (lotal} Chronic B0 ughm? NIA /A Raspirgtory syslem; livar NIA irans isomar) 03/01/06
1.4-Doxana Chronic 3000 ugln'l’ A NA Developmsantal N/A CalEPA REL 09721106
2-Butanona Chrenic 5000 ug/m® NA NA Osvelopmantal 300 iRIS oo7/67
4-Methyl-2-panlancne Chranic 3000 ug/m? NiA hira, Davaloprmsnial 300 IRIS 0X/07:07
Acetons Chronic 3150 ug.‘m’ N/A MA Kidray /A Calkadlated (1} N/A
IRIS (value Tor
iscpropylbanzans;
Acrylonitnle Chronic 3.5 ugm® NiA N/A Raspiratory system 1000 <alculated from RfD) 03/07/07
Banzens Chromig g ug/m? NiA N/A imrmuna System 300 IRIS 03/07:07
Carbon Tetrachlonde Chronic 2.45 ug'm® MNiA MA Livar N/A Calculated (1) N/A
Kidney; develcpmental
Chlarotorm Chronic 300 UQ-‘“'" NiA NA gastroiniasiinal system N/A CalEPA REL Q921106
. PPRTYV {value for
cis-1 2-Dichloroethensa Chronic agd UQl'mJ NiA MNA Respiralory sysiem; liver N/A 1rans isomer) 03/01/06
Ethyl melhacrylale Chranig 315 ug/m’ NIA WA iy NiA Calkulatad (1) NIA
Ethylbenzena Chronic 1000 ugim® NiA NIA Davaiopmenial 300 RIS 0307107
Meihylens chioride Chronic 3000 ugim® N/A INIA Liver 100 HEAST 1997
n-Propylbenzene Chranic 140 ug‘m’ NA MN/A NiA NiA Calculated (1} N/A
Tatrachloroeihene Chronie 35 ugm’ HA A, CNS: respiratary system NA C#iEPA REL 01117106
Tetrahydrofuran Chronic 301 ugim’ WA NiA WA NiA Calculated (1} MN/A
¥
Tolugne Lhronic 5000 ugim? WA NiA CNS 10 IRIS QWovN7
Trichloroelhene Chronic 600 ugm’ HIA NiA CNS NfA CalEPA REL 09/21/06
Vinyl Chlande Chrome 100 UNI‘I’I’ WA HNiA Liver a0 IRIS Q3077
KXylenes (total} I Chronic 104 ugim® NfA WA CNS 300 IRIS 03/07:07
I
2-Methyiphenol Chranig 175 ug.‘m: NiA NIA Genersl Toxicity, CNS NIA Calculatad (1} NA
3-i4-Mathyiphenal Chronic 175 ug/m’ N/A NP, General Toxicity; CNS NiA Calculated (1) NIA,
yip
4-Meathyiphenal Chronic 175 UW""] N/A NiA Ganeral Toxicily; CNS NiA Calculatad (1 NIA
iR Iy ]
bisi2-Ethylnexyl)phthalals ' Chronic 70 ugim’ A NiA Liver NIA Calculated (1) NIA,
MNaphthalens Chroni¢ 3 ugim’ NA N/A, Respiraiory sysiam 3000 IRIS 0307107
N-Nitrasodi-n-butytaming Chronic. N/A MA N/A Ni& Nigy MR NA N/A
{N-Nilrasapyrralidine Chronic MNIA NIA N/A N/A Ni& NiA N/A NiA
. Gastroil i syslam,
Phena! Chronic 200 UDfm’ N/A NiA cardiovascular, CNS; kidney NiA CalEPA REL CY21106
Pyndina Chromig 3.5 '-'9-'“‘3 N/A N/A Liver N/A Calculated (1) NIA
Key
Ni& - Na informalion available ATSOR MAL = Agency far Toxic Subsiances and Disease Registry, Minimum Risk Levela
IRIS - Inlegrated Risk Information System, U.S. EPA HEAST = National Ceniar for Exposurs Assassment, Health Effects Assessmant Summary Tables

PPRTV = Provisional Peer-Review Taxicily Valuas, obtained from Superfund Technical Suppor Canler

CalkPA = Calitomia Environmental Proteciion Agancy. REL = Refersnce Exposurs Level.

{1) - RIC calculated from ihe oral RID or. if no aral RIG was available, from the inhatation RID provided in tha EPA Region 9 PRG 1able (October 2004) RIC = RIDi “ (T0 kg / 20 m’lday)
(2} - RID for 1.2-dichlorobenzane used as sumogate

(3} - A modifying factor of & was appiied to the cral RID for manganesa lo account for drinking water sxposures, in accordanca with EPA IRIS Recommsndalions

This table prevides non-carcinoganic nsk information which 1s relevant 1o ihe contaminants of concam in upland soil, indoer miv, and groundwater.  Thirty-sight of the COCs have oral {oxicity data indicating Their potential for
adverse non-cargincgenic heaith affacts in humans. Chronic and subchranic toxicity data availabie for the thirty-aight COCs for oral exposures have been used to develop chronic oral ieference dosea (RIDs), provided in
(his 1able  The available chronic and subchronic toxicty data indicata that benzene and Areclor- 1254 affect tha immuna system, 1,2-dichloroaihana, 1,4-dioxane, 4-mathyl-2-pentanans, bis{2-eihylhexy|)phthalats, carbon
letrachieride, chloroform, elhylbenzene. methylone chioride, tetrachlorosihena, vinyl chorikle, and pyridine affest tha liver, 1,1,2-1richl h , is- 1, 2-dichh hene, Llhailium, and zine affect the blged. 1,2-dichlarcethane,
4-methyl-2-pantangne, acetons, sihyl mathacrylata, athylbenzens, iokine, and cadmium affect tha kidnay, xylanas, methylphencls, naphthalens, and antimany ars gsnaral systemic foxicants, 1,1-dichioroethane,
methylphenols. and manganese affeci the ceniral nervous system, 1 4-dichlarobenzene, 2-bulanone, and phenal are developmental toxicants, acryloniinle sffects reproduction, beryllium and chromium affect tha
gasirainlestinal system, and arseric and silvar affect ihe skin. Rafarance doges are nol availabla for bsnzo(a)anihracens, banzola)pyrene, tenzo{b)lucranihens, benzo{k)lucranthens, dibenz(a,h)anthracene,
ndeno{1,2,3-cd)pyrene, 1,2-dichlorpropane, n-propylbenzens. tetrahydrofuran, irichiorosthene, N-nifrosodi-n-butylamine, N-nitrcscpytrolidine, o-ioluidine, and alpha-BHC  Osrmat RIDs are noi available fer any of ihe COCs
As was the case for the cartinogenic data, dermal RfDs can be axtrapolated from oral RIDs by applying an adjualment factor as appropriale. Oral RIDs weré adjusisd for COCs with less than 50% absorpticn via [he
ingestion roule (antmony, berylium, cadmium, chromium, manganase, and siivar) to derive darmal RIDs for these COCs. nhalaliun relerence concenirations (RICS) are available far thirty volalile COCs evaluated for the
Jinhatavon pathway Aroclor-1254, alpha-BHC, entimony, arsenic, beryllium, cadmium, ¢hromium, manganasa, silver, thallium, and zinc as non-volatile conlaminants, wers not included in the evaluation of nhalation
exposures

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Recerds of Decislon, and Other Remedy Selaction Decision Documents (U.5. EPA, 1999)
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Table G-7

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adutt

GSA = Garage and Storage Area (Group 4)

-- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium.

. Exposure . Chemical of Carcin ic Ri
Medium P . Exposure Point ogenic Risk
Medium Concern
- External Exposure
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal .
9 {Radiation) Routes Total
Sor Uptand Scit (0-10") GSA, Upiand
Benzo(a)anthracene GE-05 -- 3JE-05 -- 9E-05
Benzo(a)pyrene 4E-04 -- 2E-04 -- SE-04
Benzo(b)fluoranthene AED5 -- 1E-05 - 4E-05
Benzo{k)fuaranthene 3E-D6 .- 1E-06 .- SE-06
Dibenz(a h)anthracene 6E-05 .- 3E-05 -- 9E-05
Indeno{1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1E-05 -- 6E-06 -- 2E-05
Upland Soil Risk Total = "8E-04
Total Rigsk = 8E-04
Key

This table provides risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure for the future child and adult resident at the GSA. These risk estimates are hased on a reaspnable maximum exposure and were developed by
rtaking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of a child's and adult's expasure to upland scil, as well as the foxicity of the COCs {benzo{a)anthracene, benzo{a)pyrene,
benzo{oifiuoranthene, benzo(k}fluoranthene, dibenziahlanthracene, and indenoi1,2,3-cd)pyreng). The fotal risk from direct exposure to contaminated upland sail at this site to a future child and adult resident at the GSA
is estimated to be 8 x 10 The COC contributing most to this risk level is benzo(a)pyrene in upland soil. This risk level indicates that if no clean-up action is taken, an individual would have an increased probability of 8
in 10,000 of develaping cancer as a result of site-related exposure to the COCs.

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents (U.S. EPA, 1999)
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Table G-8

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult

Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Primary Target Organ Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Concern
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Groundwater Indoar Air FODA
Toluene CNS - 2E+Q0 - 2E+00
Xylenes (total) CNS - 2E+01 - 2E+01
Indoor Air Hazard Index Total = 3E+Q1
CNS Hazard Index = 3E+01
Key
Nia - Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure. FODA = Former Orum Disposal Area {Group 3)

-- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium.,

This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure for the future adjacent resident exposed to groundwater that may impact indoor
air via vapor intrusion. The Risk Assessment Guidance (RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) of greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated target organ Hl of
30 indicates that the potential for adverse effects could occur from exposure to indoor air containing toluene and xylenes.

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents (U.S. EPA, 1999)
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Table G-9

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens

Scenario Timaframe: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult

. Exposure . Chemical of Carcinogenic Risk
Medium P ; Exposure Point g
Medium Concern
. . External Exposure
Ingestion inhaiation Dermal -
g (Radiation) Routes Total
Groundwater Potable Groundwater [ Beneath Landfill Labes]

(Groups 1&2) 1.2-Dichlorcethane 1E-05 SE-05 4E-07 -- 6E-05
1,2-Dichloropropane 4E-06 N/A 3E-07 -- 4E-06
1.4-Dichlorobenzene 4E-06 N/A 2E-06 - 7E-05
1.4-Dioxane 2E-04 6E-05 4E-07 - 2E-04
Benzene 3E-05 1E-04 4E-06 -- 1E-04
Chiorofarm 9E-07 1E-DS GE-0B -- 1E-05
Methylene chloride 3E-D4 3E-04 8E-06 -- BE-04
Tetrachloroethene 2E-04 3E-05 7E-05 -- 3E-04
Trichloroethene SE-04 S5E-05 TE-LS -- GE-04
Vinyl Chloride 9E-04 1E-04 4E-05 -- 1E-03
N-Nitrosodi-n-butylamine 1E-04 3E-04 SE-06 -- 4E-04
N-Nitrosopyrrolidine 3E-D4 5E-07 2E-06 -- IE-04
o-Toluidine 1E-05 NIA 4E-07 .- 1E-05
Arsenic SE-02 -- 2E-04 -- SE-02

Groundwater Risk Total = 5E-02
Total Risk = 5E-D2
Key

- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium.
MNIA, - Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this raule of exposure.

-- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium.

This table provides risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure for the future child and adult resident exposed 1o groundwater used as household water should groundwaler COCs migrate from beneath the
landfill lobes {Groups 1 & 2). These risk estimates are based on a reasonable maximum exposure and were developed by taking inta account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of a
chid's and adult's exposure to groundwater, as well as the toxicity of the COCs (1,2-dichloroethane, 1,2-dichloropropane, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, 1.4-dioxane, benzene, chloroform, methylene chloride, tetrachlorgethene,
trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, N-nitrosodi-n-butylamine, N-nitrasopyrralidine, o-toluidine, and arsenic). The total risk from direct exposure to contaminaled groundwater at this sile to a future resident, in the event that
groundwater migrales from beneath the landfill lobes, is estimated to be 5 x 102, The COCs contributing most to this risk level are 1,4-dioxane, benzene, methylene chloride, tetrachioroethene, vinyl chlaride, N-nitrosodil
n-butylamine, N-nitrosapyrrolidine, and arsenic in groundwater. This risk level indicates that if no dlean-up action is taken, an individual would have an increased
probabilty of 5 in 100 of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure 1o the COCs in groundwater.

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision; and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents (U.S. EPA, 1999}
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Tahble G-10
Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens
Scenarlo Timeframe: Future
|Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Aduit
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemicat of Primary Target Organ Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Concem
Ingestion Inhatation Dermal Exposure Routes
Total
Groundwater Potable Groundwalar | Benaath Landfill Lobas
(Groups 182) 1,2-Dichlaroethene {iglaf) Livar 1E+00 JE+00 7E-02 4E+00
2-Butanons Oevelopmanal AE+00 1E+DO 2E02 SE+00
4-Mathyd-2.pentanone Liver, Kldnay 1E+01 2E+D0 4E-01 2E+01
Acelone Kidney 2E+00 2E+D0 1E-D2 4E+Q0
Benzene Immune System 8E-01 ZE+DD 7TE-02 2E+00
cis-1.2-Dichlarosthene Blood 4E+D0 SE+00 Zx£-0 1E+Q1
Ethytbanzens Liver, Kidney 2E+0Q 2E+DD 6E-D1 SE+00
Methylena chicride Liver 3E+00 BE-D1 BE-02 4E+0Q
n-Prapylbenzene NA N/A SE+DD N/A SE+00
Tetrahydrafuran NA NiA 4E+01 NiA 4E+Q1
Toluens Kidnay 2E+0D1 SE+D0 4E+00 3E+01
Xylenes (rotal) General Toxcity 2E-01 GE+00 1E-01 BE+00
3-14-Mehyiphenol eneral Toxicity: CNS 2E401 AE+00 9E-01 2E+01
4-Methyiphencl General Toxicity, CNS 25+ 4E+DD 1E+00 2E+01
Maphthalane Ganenal Toxicity 1E+00 SE+D 4E-01 BE+01
Pyridine Liver AE+D0 9E-01 7E-02 4E+Q0
Arsenic Skin BE+02 - 2£+00 BE+0Z
Bearyllium Gastrointastinat System 1E+0DD -- SE-01 2E+00
Cadmiumn Kidnery SE+D1 -- 4E+00 BE+01
|Manganese CNS 4E+01 -- JE+00 4E+01
Thallium Bload SE+00 -- 1E-02 SE+00
Groundwater Hazard Index Total = 9E+02
General Toxicity Hazard Index = 1E+02
Davalapmental Hazard Index = SE+C0
Gastrointestinal Systam Hazard Index = 2E+00
Immune Systam Hazard index = 2E+({)
Liver Hazard Index = AE+D
Kidney Hazard Index = 1E+02
Blood Hazard Index = 2E+01
Skin Hazard Index = BE+{2
CNS Hazard Index = BE+01
|Key
MiA - Taxicity criteria are not ava ta ¥ this route of expasune
I~ Roule of sxp isnol to this
This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each moute of exposure and 1he hazarg index {sum of the hazard qualiems} far all routes of exposure for the future resident exposed to groundwater used as housahold watsr
should graundwater COCs migrala from benaath the landfill lobes (Groups 1 & 2). The Risk Assessmem Guidance (RAGS) for Suparfund slates 1hat, generally, 8 hazard index (HI) of greater than 1indicales the potential for
adverse nancancer effects. The eslimated targel organ His between 2 and 900 indicate thal Ihe polential for adverse effacts couid ncour from exposure fo corlaminated groundwater comaining 1,2-dichlarosihens, 2-
Joulanana, 4-methyl-2-peniancns. acetone, benzene, cis-1.2-dicharaeihene, ethylbenzens, methylens chiorde, n-propylbenzane, tetrahydroiuran, toluene, xylenes, methylphenols. naphthalene. pynidine. arsanic. baryllium,
cadmium, manganese. and thallium.

Source: A Guide ta Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents (U.S. EPA, 1999)
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Table G-11

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens

Scenario Timeframa: Future
Receptor Population: Resident
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult

. Exposure . Chemical of Carcinogoenic Risk
Medium P Exposure Point 9
Medium Concern
. . External Exposure Routes)
Ingestion Inhalation Darmal X
g (Radiation) Total
Groundwater Potable Groundwater | Qutside Landfill Lobes
{Groups 3-6) 1,1,2-Trithloroethane 7E-08 3E-05 5E-07 -- 3E-05
1.2-Dichlervethane TE-05 3E-04 IE-06 -- 4E-04
1,2-Dichloraopropane 4E-06 MN/A 3E-07 -- 4E-06
1,4-Dichlorobenzene 1E-06 N/A 7E-07 - 2E-06
1.4-Dioxane SE-04 2E-04 2E-06 -- 8E-04
Acrylonitiile 1E-02 1E-02 1E-04 -- 2E-02
Benzene 4E-05 1E-04 5E-06 - 2E-04
Carbon Tetrachloride 1E-D4 2E-04 2E05 -- 4E-04
Chloroform 3E-06 4E-05 2E07 -- 4E-05
Methylene chioride 3E-04 3E-04 4E-06 -- 6E-04
Telrachloroethene SE-05 1E-05 3E-05 - BE-05
_|Trichloroethene 4E-05 4E-06 BE-06 -- 5!5-05
Vinyl Chioride 2E-03 2E-04 TE-05 -- 2E03
alpha-BHC SE-06 .- 1E-D6 .- BE-06
Araclor-1254 BE-06 -- NE - BE-08
bis{2-Ethythexyl)phthalate 1E-04 1E-07 2E-D4 - IE-04
Arsenic 8E-02 -- 2E-04 -- 6E-02
Groundwater Risk Total = 9E-02
Total Risk = 9E-02
Key

- Route of exposure is ngt applicable to this medium.
N/A - Toxicty criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of expasure.
NE = Not evaluated

This table provides risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure for the future child and adult residents exposed to Groups 3-6 groundwater used as household water. These risk estimates are based on a
reasonable maximurmn exposure and were developed by taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of a child's and adult's exposure to groundwater, as wel as the toxicity of
the COCs (1,1,2-tichloroethane, 1,2-dichioroethane, 1,2-dichloropropane, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, 1,4-dioxane, acrylonitrite, benzene, carbon tetrachloride, chioroform, methylene chioride, tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene,
vinyl chiofide. alpha-BHEG, bis{2-ethylhexyliphthalate, Areclor-1254, and arsenic). The lotal isk from direct exposure to contaminated groundwater at this site to a future resident is estimated o be

9 x 10°%. Tha COCs contributing most to this nisk level are 1,2-dichioroethane, 1,4-dioxane, acrylonitrile, benzene, carbon tstrachloride, methylene chioride, vieyl chloride, bis{2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, and arsenic in
groundwaler. This risk level indicates that if no clean-up action is taken, an individual would have an increased probability of 9 in 100 of develaping cancer as a resunt of site-related exposure o the COCs in

groundwalter,

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents (U.S. EPA, 1929)
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ROD RISK WORKSHEET

Table G-12

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens

Scenana Timeframe: Futume
Receplor Population: Resident
Reeepior Age: Young Childiadult

Meadiuat Exp Exp Paint Cheical of Primary Target Organ Non-Carcinogenic Harard Quatient
Madium Concem
Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes]
Total
e Fotatie Groundwarier | Outssis Lanchis Lobes
{Groupw 36) 1.1 Dachiorowthane CNS 2E+00 2E-00 207 1E=D
1.2 Dntwarcuptrogr (totad] Lever 1EH0 B0 BE-O7 AE+R
1.4 Dacram Lrvar AE+D E@ TE-0 IEX0
2-Butmrone Drpnprmeial 1E+01 2E+0D RE-D2 1E+
+-Mathyl-2-parmanons Lrver, Kairay eI 3E+M TE+D 2E+2
Acatom Kedrey TEHO GE+0 GE-2 TEHN
Acr plortnke Regroductve 1E+02 2E+02 BE-D1 IE-02
Berzsna Immune Sysem SE-01 2E+00 1E-01 IEN
Cibrbon tetrachionde Liver BE+HO 2B+ 1E+00 IEHN
-1 2-Dichiorosthene Biood ZE+0 AE+00 1E-D1 SE<D0
Ethyl mathacryims Kidray 4E+00 1E+D1 SE- 2E+01
Etyiownzene Liver. Kidrvey €40 1E+01 3E+00 ZEHM
Mirhylene chionde Liver 3E+00 SE01 =07 AE<DI
r-Propybanzane wa NiA 2E+00 HiA ZE00
Tetrshydroturan N Ni& BE+ Nia, SEH
Tohmos Kisnary L] ZE+D1 264 Y02
iy chioride Lresr 28700 1E+00 BE-02 300
X phorres (Eotai] Garmrn) Tometty 1E+n IEHR2 82400 IEHZ
2-Muthyiphenal Ganersl Toociy. CHS 2EH0 £ 2E-; ZEW0
344 Gornerwl Towiaty, CHS AE+O0 7E-01 3E-0 dE+D
bes(2-E thiphcyl o Liver IE-00 E, 3E+00 SE+O0
Naphttwhers Gormpral Toooerty SE-02 IEH0 2602 EHO
Pl Dawadprraaral 3E+00 1E-M 260 3E+00
Arncior- 1254 ¥TeTUne By Siem SEHND - NE SE+0
Antamony Germral Towity 2EH - 7E01 2]
Araenc Skinn BE-02 -- 36400 BE+02
Berylam Gastrortsetnal S ymm 2z - 2E+01 €01
 Codrmam Hocray 1E<n - 1E+00 1B+
Chrosaam Gastrraimstina Sywmm SE+00 -- 1Ev0 SE=DO
Mangewss CNS SEHN .- TEH0 £+
Siver Sun 1E+D1 -- 1E00 1B+
Trealim Bhood SE0 -- *-m SE00
Zinc Bl 26+ -- SE-02 2E+
Grourd vater Harard indax Tobel = ZE
General Toxkoly Hazard index = 4EHZ
O valoprrritsl Hazard - ZEHN
Gantrolntegtinal $yrtem. Hagsrd indax = SE+N
mmuna System Hazsrd ndex 8E+10
Reproducthe Haod tndex = E2
Livar Hizard index = IEHD
Kidney Hazwd index = AEHZ
Blood HaZard ety = EH
Skin Hazard ik » TEH?
CNS Huzard index = FE+O!

Koy

A, - Taxicrty crilers an not svakabie o quariinaly s th routs of wore

— Rous of exposire is not appecable (o ths macam
NE = Nol wkarted

Tha tahia prowes haza quonas. (HQH) for sach routs of exposune and b hazard Inde {sun of the hateed guatients | for i routes of exposure for the future reswdent exposed 'o Groups 36 proundhanar ulad i3 househokd warter
The Rk Asswvsment Gudence (RAGS) for Supwriund st that, peferaly 2 hazard ndes (HI) of grewter than 1 indecates tha potental o axherso noncancss #ffict  Tha sgBrutnd tapel orgen His betwoen B and 700 nwicata that
Grouncwatir

tha potertial for schenua affcts coull accur rom xposurt
tmtrachionde. c7s-1.2-dichiorowthens, st metrscrylate, sy .

'l“

. 1.2

ohiods. .

Arocior- 1254, antmony, arkan, bacyibum, Cadmium, chiomum. mangeness, shw, Tl a0 s,

sera (irtal), 1 4-domane, 2-butsnone. 4-methyl-2 pevtancns. acetona, acrylontrie. banzens, caton
ran, tokre gt chionds, xylenes. {10al),

. b2 .

. phono.

Source: A Guids to Frepanng Suparfund Proposed Plans, Reconds of Decivion, and Other Remedy Selection Dacizion Documents {U.S. EPA, 1999)
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Table G-13

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Facility Worker
Receptor Age: Aduit

. Exposure . Chemical of " Carcinogenic Risk
IMedium p . Exposure Paoint reinoge
Medium Concern
_ External Exposure
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal .
9 {Radiation) Routes Total
Graundwater Potable Groundwater | Outside Landfill Lobes
{Groups 3-6) 1,1,2-Trichlcroethane 2E-06 -- SE-08 -- 2E-06
1,2-Dichloroethane 2E-05 .- JE-Q7 .- 2E-05
1,4-Dioxane 1E-04 -- 2E-07 -- 1E-04
Acrylonitrile . IE-03 - 9E-06 .. 3JE-03
Benzene 1E-05 -- SE-07 -- 1E-05
Carbon Tetrachloride 3E-05 -- 2E-06 -- 3E-06
Methylene chloride 7E-05 -- BE-O7 -- 7E-05
Tetrachloroethene 1E-05 -- 2E-06 -- 2E-05
Trichloroethene 1E-05 -- SE-07 -- 1E-05
Vinyl Chloride 2E-04 -- 3E-06 -- 2E-04
Aroclor-1254 2E-06 -- NE -- 2E-06
his{2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 3E-05 -- 2E-05 -- 5E-05
Arsenic 1E-02 - 2E-D6 - 1E-02
Groundwater Risk Total = 2E-02
Total Risk = 2E-02
Key

— Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium.
N/A - Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure.
NE = Not evaluated

This table provides risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure for future facility workers exposed to Groups 3-6 groundwater used as potable water. These risk estimates are based on a reasanable maximum
exposure and were developed by taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of an adult worker's exposure to groundwater, as well as the toxicity of the COCs (1,1,2-

trichlorosthane, 1,2-dichloroethane, 1.4-dioxane, acryfonitrile, benzene, carbon tetrachloride, methylene chioride, tetrachiorosthene, trichloroethene, vinyl chloride, Aroclor-1254, bis(2-ethylhexyf)phthalate, and arsenic).
The total risk fram direct exposure to contaminated groundwater at this site to future facility workers is estimated to be 2 x 10, The COCs contributing most to this risk level are 1,4-dioxane, acrylonitrile, vinyl chloride,

and arsenic in groundwater. This risk level indicates that if no ¢lean-up action is taken, an individual would have an increased probability of 2 in 100 of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to the COCs
in groundwater.

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents (U.S. EPA, 1999)
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Table G-14

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens

Scenario Timeframe: Future
Receptor Population: Facility Worker
Receptor Age: Adult

JNA - Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure.
— Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium.

Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Primary Target Organ Neon-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Concern
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure
Routes Total
Groundwater Potable Groundwater | Qutside Landfil Lobes
(Groups 3-6) 4-Methyl-2.pentanone Liver, Kidney JE+01 -- 4E-01 3E+01
Acrylonitrile Reproductive 1E+01 -- SE-02 1E+01
Toluene Kidney 1E+01 -- 1E+00 1E+01
Xylenes (total) General Toxicity 2E+00 4E-01 2E+00
Antimony General Toxicity 3E+00 -- 3E-03 3E+DD
Arsenic Skin 9E+01 - 1E-02 9E+01
Beryllium Gastintestinal System JE+OD -- TE-02 3E+00
Manganese CNS 7E+00 -- 3E-02 7E+0GQ
Silver Skin 2E+00 -- 4E-03 2E+00
Zing Blood 2E+00 .- 2E-04 2E+00
Groundwater Hazard Index Total = 2E+02
General ToxicHy Hazaed Index = SE+00
CNS Hazard Index = 7E+00
Gastrointestinal System Hazard Index = JE+O0
Liver Hazard index = 3E+01
Kidney Hazard Index = 4E+01
Blood Harard index = 2E+Q0
Skin Hazard Index = SE+01
Reproductive Hazard index = 1E+01
Key

silver, and zinc.

This tabks provides hazard quatients {(HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure for future facility workers exposed to Groups 3-6 groundwater used as
potable water. The Risk Assessment Guidance {(RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (MI) of greater than 1 indicates the patential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated target argan His between
2 and 200 indicate that the potential for adverse effects could occur from exposure ta contaminated groundwater containing 4-methyl-2-penianone, acrylonitnle, toluene, xylenes, antimony, arsenic, berylium, manganese,

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents {U.S. EPA, 1399)
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Table G-15

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens

Receptor Age: Adult

Scenario Timeframe:
Receptor Population: Facility Worker

Future

Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Primary Target Organ Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient
Medium Concern
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes|
Total
Alr Indoor Air FDDA
Xylenes (totaf) CNS ~ BE+O0 - SE+0C
indaor Air Hazard tndex Total = BE+00
CNS Hazard Index = 6E+00

Key

-- Route of exposure is not applicatie to this medium.

LN.’A - Toxicity criteria are not available fo quantitatively address this route of exposure.

FDDA = Former Drum Disposal Area (Group 3)

This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quotients} for all routes of exposure for future FODA facility workers exposed to groundwater that may impact indoor
air via vapor infrusion. The Risk Assessment Guidance {RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) of greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated target organ HI of 6
indicates that the potential for adverse effects could occur from exposure 1o indoor air containing xylenes.

Source: A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Sefection Decision Documents (U.5. EPA, 1999)
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Table G-16
Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Concern (COPCs)
Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site - Upper Sutton Brook
Medium: Surface Water
Maximum Location of Screening] Screening
Detected Maximum Toxicity Toxicity Reason
Chemical’ Frequency |Concentration Detected Value Value HQ copc?’ for
of Detection {ugfl) Conc. " (ugll) Source Exclusion
4,4-DDT 117 0.009 SW-05 (99) 0.001 1 9 Yes
alpha-BHC 117 0.008 SW-05 (99) 2.2 2 <1 Na BSV
t,3-Dichiorobenzensa 1/8 1 SwW-05 (99) T 2 <1 No BSV
|bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 1/8 1 SW-05 (89) 3 2 <1 No BSV
1,2 4-Trimethylbenzene 3/5 7.7 SW-33 77 3 <1 Nao BSY
JEthylbenzene 4/{8 12 SW-05 (99) 7.3 2 1.6 Yes
|Isopropylbenzene 215 1.16 SW-33 255 3 <1 No B8V
n-Propylbenzene 215 127 SW-33 128 3 <1 No B3V
o-Xylene 315 13.6 SW4-99 13 2 1.0 Yes
Jo/m-Xylene 315 36.5 SwW4-99 13 © 2 3 Yes
Toluene 5/8 123 Sw4.99 9.8 2 13 Yes
Xylenes (total) 204 a7 SW-05 (99) 13 2 3 Yes
|Barium, Dissolved 3/3 80 Sw-33 4 2 20 Yes
llron, Dissolved 373 1400 SW-32 (04) 1,000 1 1.4 Yes
|Manganese. Dissolved 3/3 530 SW-33 120 2 4 Yes
Zine, Dissolved ars 32 SW-33 k] 1a <1 No BSV
JHotes:
! Chemicais identified in the SLERA with maximum detected concentrations exceeding screening criteria or considerad hioaccumulative were evaiuated in the BERA.
2 Analytes were selected in the BERA as contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) if the maximum HQ exceeded 1.0

HQ - Hazard Quaotient {ratio of the maximum detected concentration to the screening toxicity value)
COPC - Contaminant of patential concern
BSV - Below Screening Value

Screening toxcity values sources: .

1. National Ambient Water Quality Criterion (NAWQC) (USEPA 1988a,b; 1987; 1992a. 1998, 2002, 2006).

1a. Metals criteria were adjusted to a site-specific hardness value of 72 mg/L as CaCO3 using equations provided in USEPA, 2006.
2. Secendary Chronic Value (SCV) as presented in Suter and Tsao (1996)

3. USEPA Region § Ecclogical Screening Levels for Surface Water (freshwater)
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Table G-17

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)

Medium: Sediment

Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site - Upper Sutton Brook

Maximum Location of [ScreeninglScreening|
Chemical’ Frequency Detected Maximum | Toxicity | Toxicity Reason
of Concentration] Detected Value Value HQ COPC?? for
Detection {(mg/kg) Conc. (mg/kg) | Source Exclusion
4 4'-DDE 179 0.0018 SD-21{99) 37431 1 <1 No BSV
Endosulfan || 1719 0.0018 SD-21 {99) 0.029 1 <1 No BSV
2-Methylphenol 118 0.24 SD-21 (99) 0.134 1 1.8 Yes
3-/4-Methylphenol 1/4 1.2 SD-33 (04) 0.627 1 1.9 Yes
Benzo{a)pyrene 1/9 0.44 SD-14 (99) 0.257 1 1.7 Yes
bis{2-Ethylhexyl}phthalate 2/8 6.4 $SD-33 (04) 11.534 1 <1 No RSV
Di-n-octylphthatate 179 D.65 SD-33 (04) 100.213 1 <1 No BSV
1.2 4-Trimethylbenzene 4/8 3 SD-22 (99) 1.287 1 2 Yes
1,3,56-Trimethylbenzene 478 16 SD-23 (99) 1.183 1 14 Yes
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 2/8 0.1 S0-21 (99) 0.043 1 2 Yes
Acetone 4/8 0.72 SD-14 (99) 0.069 1 10 Yes
Carbon disulfide 2/8 0.015 8D-22 (99) 0.001 1 15 Yes
Chloroethane 3/8 0.085 5D-23 (99) 0.026 1 3 Yes
Ethylbenzene 5/8 33 SD-22 (99) 0.088 1 a8 Yes
Isopropylbenzene 6/8 0.58 SD-32 (04) 4.855 1 <1 No 213474
Naphthalene 5/9 1.5 SD-32 (04) 0.514 1 3 Yes
n-Butylbenzene 1/8 013 S0-33 (04) 2.913 1 <1 No BSV
n-Propylbenzene 6/8 069 SD-32 (04) 2.848 1 <1 No BSV
o-Xylene 5/8 0.57 SD-33 (04) 0.134 1 4 Yes
p/m-Xylene 6/8 10 8D-22 (99) 0.134 1 758 Yes
p-Isopropyltoluene 4/8 0.14 8D-33 (04) 21.249 1 <1 No BSV
sec-Butylbenzene 1/8 0.005 SD-22 (99) 3017 1 <1 No BSY
Toluene 5719 4.8 SD-33 (04) 0.061 1 79 Yes
Arsenic 10/10 767 SD-15 (99) 8.2 2 94 Yes
Cadmium 2110 0.44 S0-33 (04) 1.2 3 <1 No BSV
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Table G-17

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)

Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site - Upper Sutton Brook
Medium: Sediment

Maximum Location of |ScreeningScreening|
Chemical’ Frequency Detected Maximum | Toxicity | Toxicity Reason
of Concentration] Detected Value Value HQ COPC?? for
Detection {mgikg) Conc. (mg/kg} | Source Exclusion
firon 10/10 85300 SD-15 (99) 20000 4 4 Yes
|Lead 8710 120 SD-33 (04) 467 3 3 No AVSISEM
[Manganese 10/10 550 SD-33 (04) 460 4 12 Yes
Imercury 1110 0.11 5D-15 (99) 0.15 3 <1 No BSV
Zinc a/10 240 SD-33 (04) 150 3 16 No AVS/SEM
JNotes:

! Chemicals identified in the SLERA with maxirmum detected concentrations exceeding screening criteria or considered bioaccumulative were evaluated in the BERA,
2 Analytes were selected in the BERA as contaminants of potential concem (COPCs) if the maximum HQ exceeded 1.0

HQ - Hazard Quotient (ratio of the maximum detected concentration to the screening toxicity value).
IBSV - below screening value

AVS/SEM - Shown by AVS/SEM methods to not be bicavailable at this site

COPC - Contaminant of potential concern

Screening toxcity values sources:

1. Calculated by equilibrium partitioning as per USEPA, 1993, based on TOC of 2.33%.
2. USEPA Region § Ecolegical Screening Levels for Sediment

3. NOAA Effects Range-Low (ERL) (Buchman, M.R., 1999)

4. Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy Lowest Effect Level {LEL) (OME, 1996)
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Table G-18

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern {COPCs)

Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site - Aquatic Wetfand
Medium: Surface Water

COPC - Contaminant of potential concemn
B3V - Below Screening Value
HQ - Hazard Quatient {ratio of the maximam detected concentration ta the screening taxicity vaiuae)

Screening toxcity values sources:
1. National Ambient Water Quality Criterin.n {NAWQC) (USEPA 1988ab; 1987, 1992a, 1928, 2002, 2008).
1a. Metals criteria were adjusted 1o a site-specific hardness value of 72 mgilL as CaCO3 using equations provided in USEPA, 2006.
2. Secondary Chronic Value (SCV) as presented in Suter and Tsao {1996)

. USEPA Region 6 Ecological Screening Levels for Surface Water (freshwater)

3
4. Westerman, et al. 2003. Values shown are geometric mean of LC10 values
5. Birge. et al. 2000, LCS0 value of 1.42 dwided by 100 for NOEL use.

' Chemicals identified in the SLERA with maximum detected cancentrations exceeding streening criteria ar considered bicaccumulative were evaluated in the BERA.
2 Maximum HQ is the higher of the two Hazard Quaolients calculated for surface water screening criterion of the amphibian screening criterion
3 Analytes were selected in the BERA as contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) if the maximum HQ exceeded 1.0 for either the surface water or amghibian endpoint

Maximum Location of Screening| Secreening | Amphib. | Amphib. )
Detectad Maximum Toxicity Toxicity Screening | Screening] Max. Reason
Chemical’ Frequency ]Concentration Detected Value Value Criterion | Criterion HQ® {coPC? for
of Detection (ugfl) Conc. (ugiL) Source (uglL} Source Exclusion
Endosulfan | 1712 0.004 SW-02 (99) 0 056 1 NA NA <1 No BSV
bis{2-Ethylhexyljphthatate 1715 1 SW-02 (89) 3 2 NA NA <1 No BSV
1.2 4-Trimethylbenzene 5/18 7.44 SW3-99 77 3 NA NA <1 No BSV
{Ethyleenzene 67121 7.94 SW3-95 73 2 NA NA 1.1 Yes
isopropylbenzene 2/18 0.66 SW-110 (05) 255 3 NA NA <1 No BSV
n-Propylbenzene 1/18 047 SW-35 (04) 128 3 NA NA <1 No BSV
Toluene 12721 72 SW-08 (59) 98 2 66 4 7 Yes
Xylenes (tofal} 5/6 33 SW-08 (89) 13 2 107D 4 3 Yes
Aluminum, Dissolved 1714 220 SW-108 (05) 87 1 10 4 22 Yes
Arsenic, Dissolved a/14 206 SW-35 (04) 150 1 10 4 2 Yes
{Barium, Dissolved 14714 140 SW-110 {05) 4 2 766 4 35 Yes
Copper, Dissotved 3714 4 SW-101 (05) 7 1" 3 4 13 Yes
iron, Dissolved 14714 5300 SW-101 {05) 1,000 1 300 4 18 Yes
Lead, Dissolved 1714 5 SW-108 {05) 2 1" B 4 3 Yes
IManganese. Digsolved 141714 930 SW-110 {05) 120 2 4.2 5 69 Yas
IMercury. Dissolved 3714 0.1 SW-110 {05) 077 1 1 4 <1 Mo BSV
Nicke!, Dissoived 12114 9.8 SW.110 (05) 39 1* 3 4 3 Yes
Zinc, Dissotved 3/14 38 SW-36 89 1 3 4 13 Yes
Motes:
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Table G-19

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern {COPCs)

Medium: Sediment

Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site - Aquatic Wetland

BSV - below screaning value

|Screening toxcity values sources:

th & W

AVS/SEM - Shown by AVSISEM methods to not be bicavailable at this site
COPC - Contaminant of potential concerm

1. Calkulated by equilibrium partitioning as per USEPA, 1883, based on TOC of 25.4%.
2. USEPA Region 6 Ecological Screening Levels for Sediment
. NOAA Effects Range-Low (ERL) (Buchman, M.R., 1899}

. Ontario Ministry of Environment ang Energy Lowest Effect Level (LEL} (OME. 1896)
. Cremmentuijn, 2000, Megligibie effect concentration.

HQ - Hazard Quotient {ratio of the maximum detected concentration to the screening toxicity value).

Maximum Location of |Screening| Screening
Chemical’ Freguency Detected Maximum | Toxicity | Toxicity Reason
of Concentration] Detacted Value Value HOQ COPC?¥ for
Detection {malkg) Conc. {mgikg) | Source Exclusion

4,4-D0D 2114 0.012 SD-16 (99) 0.427 1 <1 Na BSV
4,4-DDE 1114 0.0066 50-24 {99) 408.051 1 <1 No BSV
Benzol(a)pyrene 1 14 0.53 SD-01 (99) 2798 1 <1 No RSV
|Benzoicacid 4112 55 WS-104 (05} 0.155 1 35 Yes
bis(2-Ethylhexyfjphthalate 4116 3.8 WS-102 (05) 125.73 1 <1 No BSV
1,2.4-Trimethylbenzene 5115 £.035 SD-01 {99} 14,035 1 <1 No BSY
Acetone 18721 2.1 WE-102 (05) 0.755 1 3 Yeg

Chloroethane 7127 0.35 SD-02(99} 0.263 1 1.3 Yes
Isopropylbenzens 5116 0.35 WS-15 (04) 52.93 1 <1 No BV
n-Butylbenzene 1113 0.023 SD-24 (99) 31.758 1 <1 No BSY
n-Propylbanzene 3714 0.075 WS-15 (O4) 31.049 1 <1 No BSV
p-lsopropyttoluens il14 0.011 WS-15 (04) 231838 1 <1 No BSV
sec-Butylbenzene 1112 0.007 WS-15 (04) 32,887 1 <1 No BSV
Toluene 18127 8.4 SD-02(99) 0.667 1 13 Yes

Arsenic 23123 64 SD-38 (04) [¥] 2 8 Yes

Beryllium 1122 2.1 WS-11 (04) 1.1 5 2 You

Cadmium 11/18 1.5 WS-11 (0d) 12 3 1.3 No AVS/SEM
Iron 22123 24800 $D-01(99) 20000 4 1.2 Yes

Lead 22122 75.6 S0-01 (99) 46.7 3 16 No AVS/SEM
[Mercury B/ 20 Q.22 W5-102 {05) 0.15 3 15 Yes

Selenium 11718 5.1 WS-11 (04) 072 5 7 Yes

Zinc 14717 138 5D-01(59) 150 3 <1 No BSV
[Notas:

! Chemicals identified in the SLERA with maximumn detected concentrations exceeding screening critedia or considered bisaccumulative were evaluated in the BERA.
2 Analytes were selocted in the BERA as contaminants of potential concern (COFPCs) if the maximumn HQ exceeded 1.0
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Table G-20

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern {COPCs)

Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site
|Medium: Wetland Soil

? Analyles were seiecied in the BERA as contaminants of patential cancern (COPCs) if the maximum HC exceeded 1.0, except for analytes designated with ™
under Reason jof €xclusion. Thess analytes were evaluated further in the SLERA utilizing site-specific modeling: comparisan to receplor-specdic banchmarks
regulied in HOS bedow 1.0

BSV - below screening value
COPC - Contaminant of poleniial concam
+HQ - Hazard Quetient (ratio of the maximum delected concentration 1o the scraening toxicity valua).

Scraaning toxcity values aources:

1 USEPA Ecological Soil Screening Levels (Eco-S51s) {USEPA. 2003, 2005) Lowest vakuse lsled. 2nd-lowes! value for cadmium and lead ae
shown, since lowest value is below S0th percentils of US background concendralions. Value for zinc is drafl.

2. Oak Ridge National Laboralory, 1997, Preliminary Remediation Goals for Ecological Endpoints  This document kists the lowest value for wildlife. plart,
and invertebrates.

3. EPA Region 5, 2003. Ecological Screening Levels. Mast of these values ane besed on bisaccumutation.

No benchmarks evailable. Sedimen value used.

Efroymson, R.A et al. 1997, Toxicological Benchmarks for Screening Contaminanis of Patential Congem for Effects on Terrestrial Plants

1997 Revision Oak Ridge Natonal Laboratery, Oak Ridge, Tennessee.
6 USEPA, 1989, Screening Level Ecological Risk Assessment Pratocol for Wasta Combusiion Faciiies. Draft Vol 1-3 Appendix H-5-30
All PAHs based on benzo{a)pyrens.
7. Paschke, MW et al. 2005. Manganese loxicity threshoids far reslaration grass species. Env. Poll 135{2) 313 322

[

Maximum Location of | Screening] Screening
Chemical’ Frequency Dotocted Maximum | Toxicity | Toxicity Reason
of Concentration| Detected Value Value Ha |copPc? for
Deteclion {mg/kg) Conc. {mg/kg) | Source Exclusion
4.4-000 2/8 0.044 $5-13 {04) 0.758 3 <1 No B5Y
4.4-DDE 2/8 0.0381 55-13 {04} 0.596 3 <1 Mo B5Y
4.4'-DDT 1/8 0 00602 S5-13 (04} 90035 3 17 No -
Aldrin 1/9 0.0057 S0-12 (99) 00032 3 16 Yes
Benzo(ajanthracene 1/9 12 SD-12 (89} 12 & i0 No BSV
)pyrena 149 12 S0-12 (99) 12 L] 10 Ne 8BSV
Banzo(bjflusranthend 1/8 1.7 S0-12 (99} 12 & 14 Yoy
Benzo(g.h.ijparylena 119 0.82 S0-12 (99) 1.2 & <1 Mo BSV
Benzo(kfluaranihene 149 Q.58 SD-12 (99) 1.2 & <1 No BSV
Benzoic Acid 2/8 Q.78 S5-9 (04} 0.035 4 22 Yes
bis(Z-Ethylhexyljphihalate 179 .29 55-13 (04} 1490 5 <t Ho BSV
Chrysena 19 14 50-12 (99) 1.2 E] 1.2 Yes
Fiuoranthana 1/9 26 $D-12 (89) 1.2 5 2 Yes
indanof 1,2, 3-cd)pyrene 178 0.85 SD0-32 (89) 1.2 6 =1 No B3V
Parylens 1/8 0.25 55-9 (04) 1.2 6 =1 No BSV
Phananthrene 1/9 1.5 SD-12 (99) 1.2 6 1.3 Yes
Pyrene 1i9 2.3 SD-12 (99) 1.2 [ 1.9 Yes
2-Hexanane 118 Q.0027 GP-21 (04} :E] 3 <1 Mo BSY
B 148 0.01 GP-9 (4} 52 4 <1 No BEV
Arsenic 12112 30 S5-9 {04) 18 1 1.7 Ye3
Cadmium 712 1.2 WS-106 (05} 0.77 1 1.6 No -
Laad 12712 104 SD-12 (89} 56 1 1.9 Na e
Mang 12412 1600 WS-107 (05) 415 7 2 Yes
Mhercury 10412 0.3 W5-106 (05) 0.00051 2 588 Yas
Selamum 8112 2.4 WS-106 (05) o 2 11 Yes
Vanadium 12412 16.1 S0-13 (88) 2 5 8 Yas
Zirc 12412 76.9 50-12 (89) 120 1 <1 Na g5V
Notes:
' Chemicals idenified in the SLERA with maximum detecled concentrations exceeding ing cniteria or ed wore evaluated in the BERA,

Page 1 of 1

Section G Tables-Eco-081507d.xls [G-20]



Table G-21

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)

Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site - Pond
Medium: Surface Water

Maximum Location of Screening| Screening Amphib. | Amphib.
Detected Maximum Toxicity Toxicity Screening | Screening] Max. Reason
Chemical’ Frequency |Concentration Detected Value Value Criterion | Criterion | HQ®> |copc?’ for
of Detection (ugiL) Conc. (uglL) Source (ug/Ll) | Source Exclusion
Barium, Dissolved 1/1 6 SW-39 (04) 4 2 766 3 1.5 Yes
Manganese, Dissolved 171 20 SW-39 (04) 120 2 14.2 4 14 Yes
Zinc, Dissolved 171 7 SW-39 (04) 15.4 1a 3 3 2 Yes

Notes:

COPC - Contaminant of potential concern
BSV - Below Screening Value
HQ - Hazard Quotient (ratio of the maximum detected concentration to the screening toxicity value).

Screening toxcity values sources:
1. National Ambient Water Quality Criterion (NAWQC) (USEPA 1886a.b; 1987, 1992a, 1998, 2002, 2006).
1a. Metals criteria were adjusted to a site-specific hardness value of 72 mg/L as CaCO3 using equations provided in USEPA, 2008.

2. Secondary Chronic Value (SCV) as presented in Suter and Tsao {1896)
3. Westerman, et al. 2003. Values shown are geometric mean of LC10 values
4. Birge, et al. 2000. LC50 value of 1.42 divided by 100 for NOEL use.

" Chemicals identified in the SLERA with maximum detected concentrations exceeding screening criteria or considered bioaccumulative were evaluated in the BERA.
2 Maximum HQ is the higher of the two Hazard Quotients calculated for surface water screening criterion or the amphibian screening criterion
¥ Analytes were selected in the BERA as contaminants of potential concemn {COPCs) if the maximum HQ exceeded 1.0 for either the surface water or amphibian endpoirmt
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Table G-22

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)

Medium: Sediment

Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site - Pond

Maximum Location of | Screening] Screening
Chemical’ Frequency Detected Maximum Toxicity | Toxicity Reason
of Concentration| Detected Value Value HQ |coPC?? for
Detection (mglkg) Conc. (mglkg) { Source Exclusion

Acetone 2/4 0.024 SD-42 (04) 0.0074 1 3 Yes
Carbon disulfide 274 0.0016 §D-39 {04) 0.0001 1 16 Yes
p-lsopropyltoluene 174 0.002 SD-39 (04) 228 1 <1 No BSY
Arsenic 4/4 15 §D-39 (04) 8.2 2 1.8 Yes
Lead 414 31 SD-41 (04) 48.7 3 <1 Mo BSV
Zine : 4i4 13 SD-39 (04) 150 3 <1 No BSV

Motes:
' Chemicals identified in the SLERA with maximum detected concentrations exceeding screening criteria or considered bicaccumulative were evaluated in the BERA.
? Analytes were selected in the BERA as contaminants of potential cancern (COPCs) if the maximum HQ exceeded 1.0

JHQ - Hazard Quotient (ratio of the maximum detected concentration to the screening toxicity value).
COPC - Contaminant of potential concern
IBSV - below screening value

Screening toxcity values sources:

1. Calculated by equilibrium partitioning as per USEPA, 1993, based on TOC of 2.33%.
2. UUSEPA Region 6 Ecological Screening Levels for Sediment

3. NOAA Effects Range-Low (ERL) (Buchman, M.R., 1999)
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Table G-23

Qccurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)

Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site
Medium: Uptand Soil

Maximum Lecation of | Screening| Screening
Chemical’ Frequency Detected Maximum Toxicity | Toxicity Reason
of Concentration] Detected Value Value HQ copc?? for
Detection (mg/kg) Conc. {mgrkg) Source Exclusion
4.4-D00 7/9 0.01 50-04 (99) a758 3 <1 No B5vV
4.4 DDE 719 0.0085 SO-D4 (09) 0.506 3 <1 No B85V
4.4-DDT 1/2 0.014 S0O-07 (98) 0.0035 3 4 Yes
Aldrin 1/8 0.000¢1 50-10 (99) 0.332 3 <1 No BSY
alpha-Chlordane 147 0.002 S0-10 (99} ais 11 <1 Mo BSY
deha-BHC 1/4 0.0014 S0-00 (89} 0004 3 <1 Na asv
Dieldrin 5/49 0.0056 S0-00 (99) 0.011 1 <3 No a5y
Endusutfar it 119 0.0013 SC-08 (99) 0.06 42 <} Nao BSY
Endrin 317 0.0062 50-09 (89) 0.0101 3 <1 o BSV
|Endrin alderyde 478 0.0021 S0-06 (80} 0.0105 3 <1 No BSV
Methoxychior 5/9 0.017 S0-09 (99) 0.0199 3 <1 Na B3V
Aroclor-1248 5/0 0.11 $O-06 {89) 0.371 2 <1 No BSV
Arockr-1260 ara 0.096 S0-04 (99} 0,371 2 <1 No gs5v
1,2.4-Trichiyrobenzene ETEE 0.56 SO-07 (99} 0.48 ] 1.2 Yes
2,4,6- Tnchiorophenct 2110 0.39 SO-07 (99) 4 2 <1 No 8BSV
2 4-Dimethyiphenol 1/10 0.089 S0O-07 (99} a.01 3 & Yes
2.6-Dintololene 1/10 0.22 S0-07 (89} 00328 3 7 No -
2-Chicronaphthalene 1/10 0.19 SC-07 (89} 0.0122 3 16 No -
2-Methyinar 1140 D28 SO-09 {99) 173 10 <1 No BSY
3.3-Dichlorobenzxdine 1110 0.34 S0O-08 {99) 0.0645 3 5 No -
4.6-Diriiro-o-cresol 1710 0.25 SC-07 189) 0.15 ] 17 Yes
Acenaphthene arie ©.087 50-10(99) 1 9 <1 No BSV
|Anthracene 6710 0.24 50-07 (89) 1 2 <1 Ne BSY
Benrolajanthracene 8710 0.8t 50-09 (99) 1.2 -] <1 No B3V
Benzo{a)pyrene 8/10 0.89 S50-08 (89) 1.2 [ <1 No BSV
Benzotbfiuoranthens 8/10 1.1 50-09 (99) 1.2 8 <1 No BSY
Benzog.h.Dperylene 8/10 0.71 50-08 (39) 1.2 8 <1 No BSY
Benzotk)fluaranthene 6110 0.75 50-09 {99) 12 8 <1 No BSY
brs{2-Ethylhexyl)phthalale 10710 120 SB-3 {04) 100 7 12 Yes Modal
Butyl benzyl 6710 0.66 50-07 {99) 100 7 <1 No BSY
Chrysena BS1G D.B3 50-04 {20) 12 3 <1 No BSV
Dibenz{a.hjanthracene 4110 004 SO-09 (99 1.2 o <1 Ho BESY
[Diber ] 2110 6.049 50-10 {99) N& NA NA No NSV
Di-n-butyiphthalate 4110 0.41 S0-07 (99) 200 2 <1 Yes Model
Di-n-octylphthalate 4110 35 SB-3 (04) 100 7 <1 Yes Model
Fi 8110 1.2 SO-08 {89) 1.2 B 1.0 Yes
Flugrene 2110 0.077 S0O-10 (98) 20 7 <1 Na BSV
Hexachlorcbenzene 1/10 0.22 SO-07 (84} {198 3 1.1 Na -
Hexachlombtadiene i1 0.55 50-07 (99) 0.398 3 14 No -
Hexachioroethane 1710 0.13 50-07 {99) 0.5%6 3 <1 No BSV
Indano{1,2,3cd)pyrens 7110 0.54 SO-08 {99) 1.2 8 =1 MNe BSV
Isophorone 2410 £.31 50-07 {99} NA NA NA Mo NSV
lene 4111 1.4 SH-3 (4] 1 ] 14 Yes
Penachiomophenol 1410 019 50-07 (98} 3 2 <1 Ne B5V
Phenaninrene 8110 0,84 S0-08 (99) 1.2 8 =1 No sy
Pyrene B0 11 S0-10 199) 12 ] <1 No BSY
1,2.4- Tnmethylbenzene 172 63 S5R-2 (04} 106 10 6 Yes FDDA
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzena 112 2.4 50-3 (04) 1.06 10 2 Yes FODA
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Table G-23

Qccurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)

Study Area: Sutton Brook Disposal Area Site
Medlum: Upland Soil

Maximum Location of | Screening] Screening
Chemical' Frequency Detected Maximum Toxicity | Toxicity Reason
of Concentrationf Detected Value Value HQ corc?? for
Detection [mgikg) Conc. {malkg) Saurce Exeluslon

Ethylbenzene 2/ 11 62 $6-3 (04) a2 ) 19 Yas FDDA
Isopropylbenzene 1/2 0.35 S8-3 (04} 1.06 10 <1 No B3V
n-Butylbenzeng 172 0.73 58-3 (04) 1.06 10 <1 Na B3V
n-Propylberzene 142 07 SE-3 (04) 106 10 <1 No BSV
o-Xylene 1N 46 58-3 (04 106 10 4 Yes FODA
prn-Xyhene 2/ 20 S8-3 (D4) 1.06 10 G Yes FODA
Xylene (tatal) V8 0.88 50-09 (98] 106 10 <1 Yes Model
p-Isopropytolens 172 0.37  EB-3 {04} 52 5 <1 Ho BSv
Toluene 4711 55 SB-3 {04} 106 10 [ Yes FODa
Cadmivm 6/11 053 S0-05 (99) 0.77 1 <1 No BSV
Chromium 14711 283 50-D5 {99) 26 1 1.1 Yes

Copper 11711 £33 S0-01 {95) a0 L] 18 Yas

Lead 1711 233 S0-01 (69) 56 1 4 Yes

Mercury 2/ 026 S8-7 (04) 0.00051 2 510 Yes

Vanadium 11411 18 50-07 (99) 2 7 g Yes

Zinc 11711 379 SQ-07 (99) 120 1 3 Yes

Notes:

' Chemicals identified in the SLERA with maximum delected concentrations exceeding screening criteria or considered bioac lative were ! d in the BERA

? Analyles were salecied in the BERA as contaminants of potential concem {COPCS) ff the maximum HO exceeded 1.0, except for analyles designated with ™"
under Reason kx Exclusion. These analyles were evaluated further in the SLERA ulilzing site-specific modeting; comparison to receptor-specific benchmarks
resylied in HQs below 1.0.

HO - Hazard Quotient (ratic of the maximum detected concentration 1o the screaning toxicdy valua).

B3V - below screanmg value

COPC - Contaminami o potential concern

FDDA - Chemical sebected as COPC in Former Drum Disposal Area

NSV - No screening value available; low deteclion frequency and kw absarved concentrations

Model - Selection of COPC is basad on SLERA calculation of modeled maximum exposure to a camivore (robin)

USEPA Ecological Sail Screening Levels (Eco-SSLs) (USEPA, 2003, 2005). Lowesl value lisled  2nd-owest valua for cadmium and lead are
shown. since lowest vaiue is below 50th perceniile of US background concentralions. Values for zine and diekdrin are draft
2. Oak Ridge Nalional Laboratory, 19%7. Preliminary Remediation Goals for Ecological Endpoints. This document lists the lowesi value for wildife. plant,
and invertebrates.
3. EPA Regian §, 2003. Ecological Screening Levels, Most of these values anre based on bicaccurnulation.
LA. No benchmark gvailable. Value based on {5 mg/kg LGS0 for earihwomms repored in the Hazardous Substance Catabase.
5. No benchmarks available. Sediment value used
6. Efroymson, R.A . et al. 1997 Toxicoiogical Benchmarks far Contaminants of Patantial Concemn far Effects on Soil and Lifter Invertebraies and
Heterotrophic Process: 1897 Revision. Oak Ridge Nalional Laboratory, Oak Ridge. Ternessee.
7 Efroymson. R.A., et al. 1997, Toxicakgical Benchmarks far Screening Contaminants of Polential Concem for Efiects on Termestrial Plants
1997 Revision. Oak Rudge National L y. Oak Ridge, T
USEPA, 1644 Sc!eenin§ Level Ecological Risk Assessment Pratocol for Waste Combustion Fagilties. Draft. Vol 1-3 Appendix H-5-30
All PAHs based on benzo(alpyrene. .
. Hulsebos, EM_ et al. 1993 Phytotoxicity sludies with Lactuca sativa in soil and nulneni solution Env Tox. Chem. 12(6)1079-1094. EC50 values divided by 100
for NOAEL use. Eihylbenzene value based on styrene
10. Neuhauser, R etal. 1985, The loxkity of selecied organic chemicals 1o the earthworm Eisenia fetida. J Environ. Qual. 14(3)° J83-388 Study LCS0s divided by 100
far NOAEL use. Values for alkylated benzenes are based on carbaryl, worm toxicities similar
11. Calculaled from lowest Ecolox value
12. Duich Sail Intervention value, as ciled by the Risk Assessment informalion Sytamn (RAIS). endesulfan value based on endnin,

=)

()
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Table G-24

Ecolegical Exposure Pathways of Concern

Sensitive Endangered’
E n | Envi R Th d Exposure Assestment Maasurament
Madia Flag Specien Flag Routes Endpoints Endpoints
YarN YorN
; LUPPER SUTTON BROOK HABRITAT AREA —
Sedment N Benthic N Ingesuon and Gmec]  Suncwval and growtn of |- Lomparaon of sadment COPC.
Irveriebraies. CONLACT with 10GH popL LTS of Daninic| concenirations to benchmarks
chamsats n avertabiates « Toncry of sedment 10 Hyskads #7I0CH ang
ol il Crrgnontes Mataas M e Seuthern Trisulary
[Strisce water L} Palagic N Ingesion and girec{  Sunvival and growth of |- Companson of surlace waist CORC
nvenebrates sna contact with potental fish and CONCANITABON 10 CrteARANChingrky
fah popuislions chs wn
raCE waler
AQUATIC WETLAND .
N Senihic N Ingesbon and direc{ Survival and growm ol of |- Comparison of sedmen! CORC
Invurneorartes. Ccontact with banthic L]
chamcats n COMM uPitate.
eaman]
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Table G-25

COC Concentrations Expected to Provide Adequate Protection of Ecological Receptors

Habitat Exposure cocC Protective Units Basis Assessment
Type/Name Medium Level Endpoint
Upper Sution Brook - Site Sediment 1,2 4-Trimethylbenzene 1.3 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL |- Survival and grawth of local
Channel 1.3 5-Trimethylbenzene 12 mgikg Site-Specific NOAEL |Papulatians of benthic invertetirates
2-Methyiphenol 0.1 madkg Site-Specific NOAEL
3-14-Methylphenal 0.6 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 0.04 maikg Site-Specific NOAEL
Acetone 0.07 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Carbon Disulfide 0.001 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Chloroethane 0.03 mgikg Site-Specific NOAEL
Ethylbenzene 0.09 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Toluene 0.06 mgikg Site-Specific NOAEL
Xylenes (total) 0.13 mgikg Site-Specific NOAEL
rUpper Sutton Brook - Site | Surface Water 4,4-DDT 0.001 ugf/L NRWOC - Survival and growth of potential fish
Channel Ethylbenzene 73 ugiL Site-Specific NOAEL |2 invertebrate communities
Toluene 9.8 ugfL Site-Specific NOAEL
Xylenes (total) 13 ug/L Site-Specific NOAEL
Former Drum Disposal Sail 1.2.4-Trimethylbenzene 1.1 malkg Site-Specific NOAEL - Sustainability (survival, growth,
Area 1,3 ,5-Trimethylbenzene 1.1 markg Site-Specific NOAEL  |repraducton) of iocal pogulations of
- camivorous wildlife (rabin}
bis(2-Ethylhexylphthalate 23 malkg HQ=0.1  survival and growth of invertebriates
Ci-n-octyiphthalate 0.1 markg HQ=01 - abundance and diversity of plants
Ethylbenzene 1.1 mgfkg Site-Specific NOAEL
Naphthalene 1 mgikg Site-Specific NOAEL
Toluene 1.1 mgfkg Site-Specific NOAEL
Xylenes (fotal) 1.1 ma/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Garage and Storage Area Soil Di-n-octylphthalate 0.4 malkg HO =04 - Sustainabifity (survival, growth,
Lead 65 malkg HQ = 0.1 reprodusciion) of local popidations of
camivorous wildlife (rabin}
- survival and growth of invertebrtates
Zinc 190 mgrkg Site-Specific LOAEL
Nates:
HQ - Hazard Quotient
NOAEL - No Cbservable Adverse Effect Level
COC - Chemical of Concem
LOAEL - Lowest Observable Adverse Effect Level
NRWQC - National Recommended VWater Quality Criterion
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DETAILED

TABLE LF-1
ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-1; No Action

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Existing conditions will remain since no treatment is proposed.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

No treatment is proposed.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Environmental Impacts

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

No active remedial actions will be implemented to contain the landfill waste or to
reduce concentrations in sediment, surface water or groundwater to cleanup goals.
Therefore, RAG's will not be achieved through this alternative in the foreseeable
future.

Abf]ity to Construct and .Operate
the Technology

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Reliability of the Technology

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform
future remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Not applicable since no remedial actions or monitoring are included in this
alternative. :

Abitity to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative; therefore,
no approvals or coordination required.

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Not applicable for this alternative.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

No equipment or specialists required for this alternative.

Availability of Technology

Not applicable since no remedial technologies will be used.

COSTS - net present value (77) - 30 years

Capital Costs 30
Annual Operation, Mamttf:nar.:ce $68.000
and Monitoring
Periodic Costs ~ $43,000
TOTAL $111,000

LF-1




TABLE LF-2a

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-2a: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook,
containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater remediation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH -AND THE ENVIRONMENT |

Human Health Protection

The HHRA presumed that the Northern and Southem landfill lobes will be capped;
thereby eliminating direct exposure to soils located in these arcas. The results of the
HHRA concluded if groundwater is used as a source of potable water, groundwatcr may
also pose a risk to hypothetical future site residents or workers.

Under this alternative, the landfill waste will be cappced and impacied groundwater
immediately downgradient of the Southern lobe will be prevented from discharging into
the brook {preventing migration and potcntial re-contamination of the brook), sediments
within the brook will be excavated, and in-situ natural attenuation mechanisms will be
monitored to address groundwater impacts. In conjunction with institutional controls,
future risk of groundwater ingestion by site users will be controlled, therefore the site
RAQs will be achieved.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that VOCs and/or metals in
sediment and surface water within Sutton Brook between the two landfill lobes may pose
a potential risk to ecological receptors. Duc to these potential risks, PRGs were
established for the specific constituents determined to be "risk drivers” in sediment and
surface water.

Under this alternative, the landfill wastc will be capped, the Southern lobe impacted
groundwater will be controlled, minimizing discharge to the brook (preventing potential
re-contamination of the brook sediment/surface water) and excavation of the impacted
sediment will be conducted to reduce concentrations to meet RAOs.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Chemical Specific

Patential chemical specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-1 in
Appendix E; this allernative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable
chemical-specific ARARs.

Location Specific

Potential location specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-1 in
Appendix E; this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicabte
location-specific ARARs.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARS for this altemnative ure presented in Table E-1 in Appendix E;
this alternative will be designed and implemented Lo comply with applicable action-
specific ARARs.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

With the construction of a final cover system ever the landfill lobes and the excavation of]
impacted sediment from the brook, the residual risks for dircct cxposure of landfill wastc
and impacted sediment are eliminated. However, given the potential for some wastes to
have been placed near or at the water table surface, the potential will remain for some
leaching of contaminants from the waste into groundwater. Prevention of further impacts
to the brook through groundwater containment and natural attenuation mechanisms will
minimize future residual risk to re-contaminating the brook sediment and/or surface
water, In conjunction with institutional controls, future risk of groundwaicr ingestion by
site users will be controlled. Therefore, residual risk is low for this alternative.

LF-2a




TABLE LF-2a

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-2a: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook,
containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater remediation

EVALUATICN CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Adcquacy and Reliability of
Controls

Capping of the landfill wasle is an effective and reliable technology to prevent exposure
to the waste and (o reduce infiltration through the waste and leaching to groundwater.
The combination of groundwatcr containment (via a vertical barrier), natural atienuation
mecchanisms, and institutional controls will cffectively and reliably limit human exposure
to impacted groundwater until groundwater RAQs are met. Monitoring of the
containment system and natural attenuation mechanisms will be required to demonstrate
reliability.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT! -~~~ .~

Treatment Process Used and
Matcrials Treatcd

This alternative docs not treat the landfill waste. Treatment of the cxcavated sediment is
not anticiputcd prior to on-site disposal bencath the landfill final cover system; however,
if decmed necessary based on the pre-design waste charactenzation resulis of the
malerial being excavated, ex-situ treatrnent of soil may be implemented prior to on-site
disposal. This alternative does not actively treat groundwater. Monitored natural
attenuation processes will address COCs in situ. Following the phased approach, this
alternative may also include an active groundwater trealment component.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

The landfill waste and excavated sediment are not anticipated to be treated.
Groundwater will be addressed with natural attenuation processes. Current dissolved
concentrations indicate an estimated 2,700 to 4,500 1bs of VOCs in Northern and
Southern lobe groundwater.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

Compared to the other alternatives evaluated for the landfill lobes, this alternative
provides a low level of reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants
through treatment.

Degree to which Treatment is
Ireversible

This alternative does not include active treatment technologies.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

This altcrnative does not treat the landfill waste. Through excavation of the impacted
sediment, no residuals presenting exposure risks will remain. This alternative does not
actively treat groundwaler. Monitored natural attenoation processes will address COCs in
situ.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

Principal threats of direct exposure and potential leaching from waste 1o groundwater are
addressed via landfill containment (cap). The principal threats/ exposure risks of
groundwater migration and ingestion will be controlled/reduced through groundwater
containment (via vertical barrier), natural attenuation, and institutionat controls.

LF-2a




TABLE LF-2a

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-2a: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook,
containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater remediation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS : -

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

This alternative will have moderate short-term effects on the local community dunng the
construction of the land(ill final cover system due to an increase in local truck/ vehicular
wraffic {bringing in soil cover material). Limited short term effects are anticipated as a
result of the sediment excavation or groundwater MNA portions of this alternative.

Protection of Workers During
Remcedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicahle OSHA standards. Site-specific
health and safety ptan(s} will be developed to prolect site workers.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts to the wetland resource arcas are anticipated to be low to moderale during
construction activities due to the location of the wetland resource areas surrounding the
landfill lobes (erosion controls and stormwaler management will be required to reduce
impacts) and during the brook excavation, temporary re-directing/routing of the brook
may be required to effectively remove the impacted sediment, potentially causing
disruption to the existing ecological habitat. Once the landfill capping and brook
excavalion are complete and the area restored, operation and monitoring activilies are
anticipated 10 have minimal impacts. Available practical means such as erosion and
stormwater control measures will also be implemented to minimize harm to wetland areas
during construction.

Time Until Remedial Action
Ohjectives are Achieved

Landfill waste RAOs will be achieved upon construction of the final cover system
(design/approvals 1 year, construction 2 to 3 vears) and the sediment RAOs will be
achieved upon removal of the impacted sediment {confirmatory sediment sampling will
be performed to document the achievement of RAQs) - (design/fapprovals - | year,
consiruction/restoration 1 to 1.5 years}.

The estimated time to achieve groundwater RAOs is approximately

65 to 210 years
' IMPLEMENTABILITY

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Construction of the [andfill final cover system is a common technique that is straight
forward to implement; the presence of wetland resource areas and the adjacent [00-year
flood plain may present potential design challenges (stormwaler management, etc.).
Preliminary evaluation of stormwater/ drainage features at the site indicate that upon
capping the landfill, use of the FDDA and Deep Marsh may be required for stormwater
detention ponds. Excavation of impacted sediment from existing waterways is a fairly
common construction activity; site specific engineering and erosion controls will be
required 10 minimize environmental impacts. The installation of a vertical containment
barmer involves common construction techniques. This altcrnative requires a lower level
of opcration, maintenance, and monitoring than other aliematives evaluated (e.g. LF-3).

Reliability ol the Technology

Excavation of impacted sediment is un effective and retiable methed since the material
will be removed. Capping of the landlill waste is an effective and reliable technology to
prevent direct exposure to the waste and (o reduce infiltration through the waste into
groundwater. The combination of groundwater containment (via a vertical barrier),
natural attenuation, and institutional controls should efleclively and reliably limit human
cxposure (o impacted groundwaler until groundwater RAOs are met. :

LF-2a




TABLE LF-2a

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-2a: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook,
containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater remediation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This altcrnative should not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform
future remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Confirmatory sediment sampling and analysis is easily implementable 1o measure the
effectivencess of the brook sediment excavation. Groundwater monitoring to demonstrate
contaminant contatnment and mass reduction is easily implementable.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with
appropriatc Foderal and State agencies.

Availability of off-sitc
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the excavated sediment within
Massachusetts. However, there is also availability to re-use this material on-site at one of|
the landfill lobes beneath the final cover system.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

Equipment, materials and services for this altemative are readily available.

Availability of Technology

Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and implement this
alternative.

COSTS - net present value (7%) - 30 years

- EF-2a
Capital Costs $17,500,000
Annual Operation, Mamlfj-nar.]ce $2.900,000
and Monitoring
Periodic Cosis $120,000

TOTAL

$20,520,000

LF-2a



TABLE LF-2b

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Tabte LF-2b: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook,
containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater remediation

EVALUATICON CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTEGTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

Human Health Protcction

The HHRA presumed that the Nonhem and Southemn landfill lobes will be capped;
thereby eliminating direct exposure to soils located in these arcas. The results of the
HHRA concluded if groundwater is used as a source of potable water, groundwater may
also pose a risk to hypothetical future site residents or workers.

Under this alternative, the landfill waste will be capped. sediments within the brook will
be excavated, impacted groundwater immediately downgradient of the Southemn lobe
will be treated and prevented from discharging into the brook (preventing migration and
potential re-contamination of the brook) and impacted groundwater from the Northemn
lobe will be addressed by in-situ natural attenuation. In conjunction with institutional
controls, future risk of groundwater ingestion by site users will be controlled, therefore
the site RAOs will be achicved.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that VOCs and/or metals in
sediment and surface water within Sutton Brook between the two landfill lobes may pose,
a potential risk to ecolegical receptors.  Due 1o these potential risks, PRGs were
established for the specific constitucnts determined to be "nisk drivers” in sediment and
surface water.

Under this alternative, the landfill waste will be capped, the Southem lobe impacted
groundwater will be controlled, minimizing discharge to the brook {preventing potential
re-contamination of the brook sediment/surface water) and excavation of the impacted
sediment will be conducted to reduce concentrations to meet RAGs.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Chemical Specific

Potential chemical specific ARARSs for this alternative are presented in Table E-1 in
Appendix E; this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable
chemical-specific ARARs.

Location Specific

Potential location specific ARARs for this allemative are presented in Table E-1 in
Appendix E; this allemative will be designed and implemcnted 1o comply with applicable
location-specific ARARs.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARSs for this alternative are presented in Table E-1 in Appendix E;
this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable action-
specific ARARs.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

With the construction of a final cover system over the landfill lobes and the excavation of]
impacted sediment from the brook, the residual risks for direct exposure of landfill waste
and impacted sediment are etiminated. However, given the potential for some wastes (o
have been placed near or at the water table surface, the potential will remain for some
leaching of contaminants from the waste into groundwater. Prevention of further impacts
to the brook through groundwater containment and focused groundwater remediation will
minimize future residual risk to re-contaminating the brook sediment and/or surface
waler. In conjuncticn with institutional controls, future risk of groundwater ingestion by
site users will be controlled. Therefore, residual risk is tow for this aliemnative.

LF-2b




TABLE LF-2b

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-2b: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook,
containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater remediation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Adequacy and Reliabhility of
Controls

Capping of the land{ill waste is an effective and reliable technology to prevent exposure
to the waste and to reduce infiltration through the waste and leaching to groundwater.
The combination ol groundwater containment (via a vertical barrier), focused
groundwater remediation and institutional controls will effectively and reliably limit
human exposure to impacted groundwater until groundwater RAOs are met. Monitoring
of the containment system and focused groundwater remediation will be required to
demonstrate reliability.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY. AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT _ . .~

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Trealed

This alternative does not treat the landfill waste. Treatment of the excavated sediment is
not anticipated prior to on-site disposal beneath the landfill final cover system; however,
if deemed necessary based on the pre-design waste characterization results of the
material being excavated, ex-situ treatment of soil may be implemented prior to on-site
disposal.

Malerials addressed in groundwater through focused groundwater remediation (in situ or
ex situ) will include YOCs, SVOCs & metals; If cxtraction and cx-situ trcatment of
groundwater are implemented, a combination of tcchnologics such as air stripping,
advanced oxidation processes and/or metals treatmenl, in addition to one or more
pretreatment steps (to be determined during the design phase) will be utilized to treat the
extracted groundwater.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

The landfill waste and excavaled sediment are not anticipated to be treated.

Groundwater will be remediated with in situ treatment enhancements/technologies and/or
groundwaler ex-situ treatment. Current dissolved concentrations indicate an estimated
2,700 to 4,500 |bs of VOCs in Northern and Southern lobe groundwater.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mohility or Volume
through Treatment

Compared to the other alternatives evaluated for the landfill lobes, this allernative
provides a moderate level of reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants
through groundwater treatment.

Degree 1o which Treatment is
Irreversible

The groundwater treatment/remediation will be permanent.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

This alternative does not treat the landfill waste. Through excavation of the impacted
sediment, no residuals presenting exposure risks will remain. In situ and/or ex-situ
groundwater treatment and any resulting VOC vapors or end-products may produce a low
volume of treatment residuals that will require of f-site treatment/disposal at a licensed
facility.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

Principal threats of direct exposure and potential lcaching from waste to groundwater are
addressed via landfill containment (cap). The principal threats/ exposure risks of
groundwater migration and ingestion will be controlled through groundwater containment
(via vertical barrier), groundwater treatment (in situ or cx situ), natural attenuation, and
institutional controls.

LF-2b



TABLE LF-2b

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-2b: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook,
containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater remediation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

This alternative will have moderate short-term effects on the local community during the
construction of the landfill final cover system due to an increase in local truck/ vehicular
traflic (bringing in soil cover material). Limited short term effects are anticipated as a
result of the sediment excavation or groundwater containment/remediation portions of
this altemative.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OSHA standards. Site-specific
health and safety plan{s) will be devcloped to protect site workers.

Environmental impacts

Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated to be low to moderate during
construction activities due to the location of the wetland resource areas surrounding the
landfill lobes (erosion controls and stormwater management will be required to reduce
impacts) and during the brook excavation, temporary re-directing/routing of the brook
may be required to effectively remove the impacted sediment, potentially causing
disruption to the existing ecological habitat. Once the landiil] capping and brook
excavation are compiete, the groundwater containment/remediation componcnts installed,
and the area restored, operation and monitoring activities are anticipated to have minimal
impacts. Available practical means such as erosion and stormwater contral measures will
also be implemented to minimize harm to wetland areas during construction.

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

Landfill waste RAOs will be achieved upon construction of the final cover system
{design/approvals 1 year, construction 2 to 3 years) and the sediment RAOs will be
achieved upon removal of the impacted sediment (confirmatory sediment sampling will
be performed to document the achievement of RAOs) - (design/approvals - I vear,
construction/restoration | to 1.5 years).

The estimated time to achieve groundwater RAQOs is approximately
65 to 210 vears

IMPLEMENTABILITY

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Construction of the landfill final cover system is a common technique that is straight
forward to implement; the presence of wetland resource arcas and the adjacent 100-year
flood plain may present potential design challenges (stormwater management, etc.).
Preliminary evaluation of stormwatcr/ drainage features at the site indicate that upon
capping the landfill, use of the FDDA and Deep Marsh may be required for stormwater
detention ponds. Excavation of impacted sediment from existing watcrways is a fairly
comman construction aclivity; site specific engineering and erosion controls will be
required to minimize environmental impacts. The instatlation of a vertical containment
barrier and implementation of the focused groundwater remediation program involves
commeon construction techniques. This alternative requires a lower level of operation,
maintenance, and monitoring than other alternatives evaluated (e.g. LF-3).

Reliability of the Technology

Excavation of impacted scdiment is an effective and reliable method since the material
will be removed. Capping of the landfill waste is an effective and reliable technology to
prevent direct exposure Lo the waste and to reduce infiltration through the waste into
groundwater. The combination of groundwater containment {via a vertical barrier),
focused groundwaler remediation and institutional controls should effectively and
rcliably limit human exposure to impacied groundwater unti] groundwater RAOs are met.

LF-2b




TABLE LF-2b

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-2b: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook,
containment of groundwater with a vertical barrier and groundwater remediation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if nccessary

This alternative should not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform
[uture remedial aclions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Confirmatory sediment sampling and analysis is easily implementable to measure the
effectiveness of the brook sediment excavation. Groundwater monitoring to demonstrate
contaminant containment and mass reduction is easily implementable.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with
appropriatc Federal and State agencies.

Availability of off-sitc
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacily

Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the excavated sediment within
Massachusetts. However, there is also availability to re-use this material on-site at one of]
the landfill lobes bencath the final cover system. 1f groundwater cxtraction and cx-situ
treatment are implemented, the treated groundwater can be discharged to surface water orf
Lo the local POTW.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

Equipment, materials and services for Lhis alternative are readily available.

Availability of Technology

Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and implement this
alternative.

COSTS - net present value (7%) - 30 years

LF-2b
Capital Costs $19,700,000
Annual Operation, Maintf?nar'lce $5.400,000
and Monitoring
Periodic Costs $120,000
TOTAL $25,220,000

LF-2b



TABLE LF-3

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-3: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook and

contaminated groundwater collection and treatment

EVALUATION CRITERIA _DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTEGTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Pretection

The HHRA presumed that the Northern and Southern tandfill lobes will be capped; lhereby
eliminating direct exposure 10 soils located 1n these areas. The results of the HHRA concluded if
groundwater is used as a source of potable water, groundwater may also pose a risk (o
hypothetical future site residents or workers.

Under this alternative, the landfill waste will be capped and impacted groundwater will be
hydraulically controlled and treated (preventing migration and potential re-contamination of the
brook}, therefore the petential human health risks will be eliminated and RAOs will be achieved.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that VOCs and/or metals in sediment and
surface water within Sutton Brook between the two landfill tobes may pose potential risk 10
ceological receptors.  Due to these potential fulure risks, PRGs were established for the specific
constituents determined to the "risk drivers” in sediment and surface water.

Under this alternative, the landfill waste will be capped, the southern lobe impacted groundwater
will be hydraulically comained (preventing potential re-comamination of the brook
sediment/surface water} and excavation of the impacted sediment will be conducied 10 reduce
concentrations to mect RAOs.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARS

Chemical Specific

Potential chemical specific ARARs for this alternative arc prcscmcd in TdblE E-l in Appendlx E:

this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable chemical-specific
ARARs.

Location Specific

Potential location specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-1 in Appendix E;
this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable location-specific
ARARs.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-1 in Appendix E; this
alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable action-specific ARARs.

'LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

With the censtruction of a final cover system over the landfill lobes and the excavation of
impacted sediment from the brook, the residual risks for direct exposure of Jandfill waste and
impacted sediment are eliminated. However, given the potential for some wastes to have been
placed near or at the water table surface, the potenuial will remain for some leaching of
contaminants from the waste tnto groundwater. Prevention of further impacts 1o the brook through
groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment wilt minimize future residual risk to re-
contaminating the brook sediment and/or surface water. In conjunction with institutional controls,
future risk of groundwater ingestion by site users will be controlled. Therefore, residual risk is low,
for this alicrnative.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Capping of the land[lill waste is an effective and reliable technology to prevent direct exposure 10
the waste and (o reduce infiltratton through the waste and leaching to groundwater. The
combination of groundwater hydraulic containment through groundwater extraction and ex-silu
treatment and institutional controls will effectively and reliably limit human exposure to impacted
groundwater until groundwater RAOs are mel.
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TABLE LF-3

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-3: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook and
contaminated groundwater collection and treatment

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

REBUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

This alternative docs not treat the landfill waste. Treatment of the excavated sediment is not
anticipated prior to on-site dispasal beneath the landfill final cover system; however, if decemed
nccessary based on the pre-design waste characterization results of the material being excavated,
ex-situ treatment of s0il may be implemented prior to on-site disposal.

Materials treated in groundwater through ex-situ groundwater lreatment will include YOCs,
SVOCs & metals; a combination of technologies such as air stripping, advanced oxidation
processes and/or metals treatment, in addition to one or mare pretrealment steps (1o be determined
during the design phase} may be utilized to treat the cxiracted groundwater,

Amount Destroyed or Treated

The landfill waste and excavaled sediment are not anticipated o be treated. Groundwaler will be
treated/destroyed with ex-situ treatment processes. Current dissolved concentrations indicate an
estimated 2,700 to 4,500 1bs of VOCs in Northern and Southern lobe groundwater available for
treatment.

Dcgree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

Compared to other alternatives evaluated for the landfill lobes, this alternative provides a
muoderate level of reduction in toxicity, and volume and a high level of reduction in mobility of
dissolved contaminants through groundwater extraction and treatment.

Degree to which Trealment is
Irreversible

The groundwater treatment will be permanent.

Type and Quantily of Residuals
Rematning after Treatment

This alternative does not treat the landfill waste. Through excavation of the impacted sediment,
no residuals presenting exposure risks will remain. Treatment of the groundwater plume and any
resulting VOC vapors will produce a moderatc to high volume of treatment residuals that will
require off-site treatment/disposal at a licensed facility.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

Principal threats of direct exposure and potential Icaching from waste fo groundwatcr are not
addressed via treatment far this alternative (containment and excavation); however, through
groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment, and institutional controls, the principal threats/
cxpaosure risks of groundwater migration and ingestion will be reduced.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

This alternative will have moderate short-term effects on the local community during the
construction of the landitll final cover system due to an increase in local truck/ vehicular traffic
{bringing in sail cover material). Limited short term effects are anticipated as a result of the
sediment excavation or groundwater treatment system installation portions of this alicrnative.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OSHA standards. Site-specific health and
safety plan(s) will be developed to protect site workers.

Environmental Impacts

[mpacts to the wetland resource areas arc anticipated to be modcerate during construction activities
due 1o the location of the wetland resource areas surrounding the landfill lobes {erosion controls
and stormwater management will be reguired 1o reduce impacts) and during the brook excavation,
temporary re-directing/routing of the broek may be required to effectively remove the impacted
sediment, poteatially causing disruption to the existing ecelogical habitar. Once the landfill
capping and brook excavation are complete, the groundwater hydraulic containment/ ex-situ
treatment system installed, and the area restored, operation and monitoring activities are
anticipated to have minimal environmental impacts. Available practical means such as erosion
and stormwaler control measures will also be implemented to minimize harm to wetland areas
during construction.
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TABLE LF-3

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table LF-3: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, restoration of wetlands and brook and

contaminated groundwater collection and treatment

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

Landfill waste RAOs will be achieved upon construction of the final cover system
{design/approvals | year, construction 2 to 3 years) and the sediment RAOs will be achieved upon
removal of the impacted sediment (confirmatory sediment sampling will be performed to
document the achievement of RAQs) - (design/approvais - 1 year, construction/restoration | to 1.5
years) .

The estimated 1ime to achieve groundwater RAOs is approximately
52 to 164 years

IMPLEMENTABILITY-

Ability to Construct and Operate and Deep Marsh will likely be required for stormwaler detention ponds. Excavation of impacted

the Technology

Construction of a landfill final cover system is a common technique that is straight forward to
implement; the presence of wetland resource areas and the adjacent 100-year flood plain may
present potential design challenges (stormwater management, etc.). Preliminary evaluation of
stormwater/ drainage features at the site indicate that upon capping the landfill, use of the FDDA

sediment from existing watcrways is a fairly common construction activity; site specific
engineering and erosicn controls will be required to minimize environmental impacts. The
installation of a groundwaler wreatment system involves common construction techniques. This
allernative requires a higher level of operation, maintenance and monitoring compared to other
allernatrves evaluated (e.g. LF-2 and LF-4).

Reliability of the Technology

Excavation of impacted sediment is an effective and reliable method since the material will be
removed. Capping of the landfill waste is an effective and reliable technology to prevent direct
exposure 1o the wasle and to reduce infiliration through the waste into groundwater. The
combination of groundwater treatment and institutional contrals should limit human exposure to
impacted groundwater until groundwater RAQs are met. This alternative, however, has a reduced
level of reliability in containing the groundwater in comparison to atternative LF-2 due to the
potential for mechanical failure of equipment over time, providing the potential for groundwater to
migrate into the hrook andfor downgradient.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative should not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform future
remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness

of Remedy

Caonfirmatory scdiment sampling and analysis is easity implementable 10 measure the effectiveness|
of the brook sediment excavatien. Groundwater menitoring to demonstrate contaminant
containment and reduction is gasily implementable.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with appropriate
Federal and Statc agencics.

Availability of off-site

Treatment, Storage and Disposal

Services and Capacity

Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the excavated sediment within Massachusetts.
However, there is also avatlability to re-use this material on-site at one of the landfill lohes
beneath the final cover system. Treated groundwater can be discharged 1 surface water or to the
local POTW.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

Equipmcent, materials and services for this alternative are readily available.

Avwailability of Technology

Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and implement this alternative.

COSTS - net present value (7%) - 50 vears

Capital Costs $24,900,000

Annual Operation, Maintenanc

and Monitoring

¢ $15.900,000 1o $26,100.000

Periodic Cost

5 $130,000

TOTAL $40,930,000 to §51,130,000

LF-3- O&M Range incorporates: 30 years af system operation with 30 years of groundwater monitoring - low. discharge to surface water, high:

discharge ta POTW

LF-3



TABLE LF-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table LF-4: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, re-routing of the brook,
excavation of impacted sediment hot spots, containment of groundwater (vertical

EVALUATION CRITERIA _Dl
OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Human Health Protection

The HHRA presumed that the Northern and Scuthern landfill lobes will be
capped; thereby eliminating direct exposure to soils located in these areas. The
results of the HHRA concluded if groundwater is used as a source of potable
water, groundwater may also pose a risk to hypothetical future site residents or
wuorkers.

Under this alternative, the landfill waste will be capped and impacted
groundwater immediately adjacent to the Southern lobe will be remediated and
prevented from discharging into the brook (preventing migration and potential
re-contamination of the brook) and immipacted groundwater from the Nerthern
lobe will be addressed by in-situ natural attenuvation, therefore the potential
human health risks will be controlled and RAOs will be achieved.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that VOCs and/or metals
in sediment and surface water within Sutton Brook between the two landfill
lobes may pose potential risk to ecological receptors. Due to these potential
risks, PRGs were established for the specific constituents determined to be "risk
drivers” in sediment and surface water.

Under this alternative, the landfill waste will be capped, hot spot areas within
the brook will be excavated, the brook will be re-routed around the Southern
Lobe, and impacted groundwater from the Southern lobe will be
controlled/treated, minimizing discharge to the newly re-routed brook.
Through these remedial actions, RAOs will be achieved.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Chemical Specific

Chemical specific ARARSs for this alternative are presented in Table E-1 in
Appendix E; this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with
applicable chemical specific ARARs.

Location Specific

Potential location specific AR ARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-
1 in Appendix E. Resource areas which will require alteration include
Bordering Land Subject to Flooding, Intand Bank, Land Under Water,
Riverfront Area, and Bordering Vegetated Wetlands. Due to the issues invulvedﬂ
with re-routing the brook (with respect to altering and re-creating these

resource areas and re-creating the 100-year flood plain), specifically the lack of
space available to fully mitigate (both the function and value)} of the loss of
resource areas, in conjunction with a major disruption to the existing
hydrogeological features and ecological habitats, this alternative will most
likely not meet applicable location-specific ARARs.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARSs tor this alternative are presented in Table E-1 in
Appendix E; this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with
applicable action-specific ARARSs.
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TABLE LF-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table LF-4: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, re-routing of the brook,
excavation of impacted sediment hot spots, containment of groundwater (vertical

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

With the construction of a final cover system over the landfill lobes, the
excavation of hot spot areas of impacted sediment from the former brook and

“the re-creation of the brook around the southern edge of the landfill, the

residual risks for direct exposure of landfill waste and impacted sediment are
reduced. Further impacts to the newly re-routed brook through groundwater
containment (vertical barrier) and focused groundwater treatment will reduce
future residual risk to contaminating the re-routed brook sediment and/or
surface water and, in conjunction with institutional controls, will control future
risk of groundwater ingestion by future site users. Therefore, residual risk is
low for this alternative.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Capping of the landfill waste is an effective and reliable technology to prevent
exposure 1o the waste and to reduce infiltration through the waste leaching to
groundwater. Re-routing of the brook around the Southern lobe, in conjunction
with the vertical groundwater containment barrier, will effectively and reliably
minimize future contamination of the brook sediment and/or surface water.

The combination of groundwater containment (via a vertical barrier}, focused
groundwater treatment and institutional controls should effectively and reliably
limit human exposure to impacted groundwater until groundwater RAOs are
achieved. Monitoring of the containment system and focused groundwater
treatment will be required to demonstrate reliability.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

This alternative does not treat the landfill waste. Treatment of the excavated
sediment is not anticipated prior 10 on-site disposal beneath the landfill final
cover system; however, if deemed necessary based on the pre-design waste
characterization results of the material being excavated, ex-situ treatment of
soil may be implemented prior to on-site disposal.

Materials treated in groundwater through focused groundwater treatment will
include VOCs, SVOCs & metals; in situ measures could actively treat these
COCs and if extraction and ex-situ treatment of groundwater are implemented,
a combination of technologies such as air stripping, advanced oxidation
processes and/or metals treatment, in addition to one or more pretreatment steps
(to be determined during the design phase) will be utilized to treat the extracted
groundwater.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

The tandfill waste and excavated sediment are not anticipated to be treated.
Groundwater will be treated/destroyed by in situ measures and/or groundwater
ex situ treatment. Current dissolved concentrations indicate an estimated 2,700
to 4.500 Ibs of VOCs in Northern and Southern lobe groundwater,
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TABLE LF-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table LF-4: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, re-routing of the brook,
excavation of impacted sediment hot spots, containment of groundwater (vertical

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

Compared to the other alternatives evaluated for the landfill lobes, this
alternative provides a moderate Jevel of reduction in toxicity, mobility and
volume of contaminants through groundwater treatment.

Degree to which Treatment is
Ireversible

The groundwater treatment will be permanent.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

This alternative does not treat the landfill waste. Through excavation of the
impacted sediment, no residuals presenting exposure risks will remain. If
groundwalter extraction and ex-situ treatment is implemented, treatment of
groundwater and any resulting VOC vapors will produce a low volume of
treatment residuals that will require off-site treatment/disposal at a licensed
facility,

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

Principal threats of direct exposure and potential leaching from waste to
groundwater are addressed via landfill containment {cap). The principal
threats/ exposure risks of groundwater migration and ingestion will be
controlled through groundwater containment (via vertical barrier), groundwater
treatment, natural attenuation, and institutional controls.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

This alternative will have moaderate to high short-term effects an the local
community during the construction of the landfill final cover system and the re-
routing of the brook due to an increase in local truck/ vehicular traffic (bringing
in soil cover material, lengthier construction timeframe). Limited short term
effects are anticipated as a result of the groundwater containment/treatment
portions of this alternative.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OQSHA standards. Site-
specific health and safety plan(s) will be developed to protect site workers.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated to be high during
construction activities due to the destruction of the existing wetland/marsh area
to the south of the Southern lobe during the brook re-creation (disrupting
ecological habitat) and due to the location of the wetfand resource areas
surrounding the landfill lobes (erosion controls and stormwater management
will be required to reduce impacts). Once the landfill capping, brook re-
creation, former brook excavation and filling are complete, the groundwater
containment/treatment components installed, and the area restored,
groundwater operation and monitoring activities are anticipated to have limited
impacts.
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TABLE LF-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table LF-4: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, re-routing of the brook,
excavation of impacted sediment hot spots, containment of groundwater (vertical

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

Landfill waste RAOs will be achieved upon construction of the final cover
system (design/ approval | year, construction 2 to 3 years) and the sediment
RAOs will be achieved upon re-routing of the braok, removal of the impacted
sediment and restoration of the former brook area - (design/ approvals 2 years,
construction/restoration 1 to 2 years) .

The estimated time to achieve groundwater RAOs is approximately
65 to 210 years

. IMPLEMENTABILITY .

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Construction of a landfill final cover system is a common technique that is
straight forward to implement; the presence of wetland resource areas and the
adjacent 100-year flood plain may present potential design challenges for the
cover system (stormwater management, etc.). Preliminary evaluation of
stormwater/ drainage features at the site indicate that upon capping the landfiil,
use of the FDDA and Deep Marsh may be required for stormwater detention
ponds.

Excavation of impacted sediment from existing waterways is a fairly common
construction activity, site specific engineering and erosion controls witl be
required to minimize environmental impacts. Resource areas which will
require alteration with re-routing the brook include Bordering Land Subject to
Flooding, Inland Bank, Land Under Water, Riverfront Area, and Bordering
Vegetated Wetlands. Therefore, all work performed in these areas will present
numerous challenges with access and disruption.

The installation of a vertical containment bartier and implementation of the
focused groundwater treatment involves common construction techniques.

Reliability of the Technology

In conjunction with groundwater containment and treatment, re-routing of the
brook and excavation of hot-spot impacted sediment are effective and reliable
to eliminate current and potential future risks. Capping of the landfill waste is
an effective and reliable technology to prevent direct exposure to the waste and
to reduce infiltration through the waste into groundwater. The combination of
groundwater containment {via a vertical barrier), focused groundwater
treatment and nstitutienal controls should effectively and reliably limit human
exposure to impacted groundwater until groundwater RAOs are met.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative should not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or
perform future remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Confirmatory sediment sampling and analysis is easily implementable to
measure the effectiveness of the brook sediment excavation. Groundwater
monitoring to demonstrate contaminant containment and mass reduction is
easily implementable.
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TABLE LF-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table LF-4: Containment of waste, vent landfill gas, re-routing of the brook,
excavation of impacted sediment hot spots, containment of groundwater (vertical

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

With the potential ARAR issues in regards to the Wetlands Protection Act, this
alternative may have difficulty obtaining substantial compliance with federal
and state agencies.

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the excavated sediment within
Massachusetts. However, there is also availability to re-use this material on-
site at one of the landfill lobes beneath the final cover system. If groundwater
extraction and ex-situ treatment are implemented, the treated groundwater can
be discharged to surface water or to the local POTW.

Avatlability of Necessary
Egquipment and Specialists

Equipment, materials and services for this alternative are available.

Availability of Technology

Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and implement this
alternative.

COSTS - net present value {7%) -30years- = - - -~

Capital Costs $25,900,000
Annual Operation, Maintenance $5,400,000
and Monitoring
Periodic Costs $120,000
TOTAL $31,420,000
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TABLE FDDA-1

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-1: No Action

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Protection

The results of the human health risk assessment indicated that VOCs and SVOCs in
soil may pose a potential risk to receptors. The potential for volatilization of select
VOCs in groundwater may pose a potential risk to future site residents or facility
workers. If groundwater is used as a source of potable water, groundwater in the
FDDA may also pose a potential risk to future site residents or facility workers.

Under this alternative, no remedial actions will be conducted to reduce
concentrations in soil or groundwater to RAOs, therefore the potential future risk to
trespassers, site residents, facility workers and/or construction workers will remain
and RAOs will not be achieved.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that select SVOCs and VOCs
in soil within the FDDA may pose potential risk to ecological receptors.

Under this alternative, no remedial actions will be conducted to reduce
concentrations to meet cleanup goals therefore the potential future risk to ecological
receptors will remain and RAOs will not be achieved.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Chemical Specific

Under existing conditions, concentrations of select compounds in soil and
groundwater exceed chemical specific ARARs. Contaminant concentrations in soil
and groundwater are not anticipated to reduce significantly in the foreseeable
future; therefore, chemical specific ARARs will not be met for this alternative.

Location Specific

Location specific ARARSs do not apply for this alternative since there are no
remedial activities associated with this alternative that will cause adverse impacts o
natural resources.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs do not apply for this alternative since there are no remedial
activities associated with this alternative.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Since there are no active remedial actions or institutional controls assoc:latf:d wuh
this alternative, potential future exposure to site residents, facility workers,
construction workers and ecological receptors to contaminants in soil and
oroundwater will continue to pose a potential residual risk.

Adequacy and Relability of
Controls

No controls are proposed for this alternative.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

No active treatment is proposed for this alternative.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

None

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

No active treatment is proposed for this alternative, therefore, no reduction in
toxicity, mobility or volume threugh treatment will be achieved with this
alternative.
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DETAILED

TABLE FDDA-1
ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-1: No Action

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

No treatment is proposed.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Existing conditions will remain since no treatment is proposed.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

No treatment is proposed.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS. - - =~ -« -~ =~ v e

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative,

Environmental Impacts

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative,

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

No remedial actions will be implemented to reduce concentrations in soil or
groundwater to cleanup goals Therefore, RAO's will not be achieved through
implementation of this alternative.

IMPLEMENTABILITY

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Reliability of the Technology

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alterpative.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform
future remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Not applicable since no remedial actions or monitoring are included in this
alternative.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative; therefore,
no approvals or coordination required.

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Not applicable for this alternative.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

No equipment or specialists required for this alternative.

Availability of Technology

Not applicable since no remedial technologies will be used.

COSTS - net prasent valua (7%)

Capital Costs $0
Annual Operation, Mamtgnaqce $41.000
and Monitoring
Periodic Costs $43,000
TOTAL $84.,000
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TABLE FDDA-2

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table FDDA-2: Containment of soil (with cap) and hydraulic containment of groundwater (through

extraction and ex-situ treatment)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT - ..

Human Health Protection

The results of the human health risk assessment indicated that ¥OCs and SVOCs in soil may
pose a potential risk to receptors. The potential for volatilization of select VOCs in
groundwater may pose a potential risk to future site residents or facility workers. If groundwater
is used as a source of potable water, groundwater in the FDDA may also pose a potential risk to
future site residents or facility workers.

Under this alternative, an engineered barrier will be constructed to eliminate human exposure
via direct contact and volatilization from soil and groundwaler. A groundwater extraction and
ex-situ treatment system to hydraulically contain impacted groundwater and reduce the mass of
contaminants in groundwater will also be implemented. Hydraulic containment of groundwater
will prevent downgradient migration and exposure. Institutional controls will also he
implemented 1o control ingestion and direct exposure to soil and groundwater. 1

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that select SVOCs and VOCs in soil
within the FDDA may pose potential risk to ecological receptors.

Under this alternative, containment of the impacted seit through an engineered barrier will be
constructed to control ecological exposure.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Chemical Specific

Under existing conditions, concentrations of select compounds in soil and Eroundwatcr exaced
chemical specific ARARs. This alternative will prevent exposure to the impacted material, but
will not meet the PRGs established and therefore not comply with the chemical specific ARARs,

Location Specific

Potential location specific ARARS for this alternative are presented in Table E-2 in Appendix E;
this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable location-specific

ARARs.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARSs for this alternative are presented in Table E-2 in Appendix E; this
alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable action-specific ARARs.

LONG-TEBRM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

The impacted soil will remain beneath the containment barrier, which will reduce the polennal
for future leaching into groundwater over time. Hydraulic containment of impacted groundwater
will reduce residual risk, preventing downgradient exposure while actively reducing the mass of]
dissolved contaminants in groundwater. However, since impacted soil will remain in the

FDDA, residual risk is moderate to high compared to other alternatives.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Assuming effective implementation, institutional controls should effectively limit human
exposure to impacted soil and groundwater until RAOs are achieved. Monitoring of the
extraction system's effectiveness in hydraulically containing the plume will be required to
determine the reliability of the groundwater component of this alternative and routine inspection
Lthat the containment barrier is intact will be required to determine the reliability of the soil
component of this alternative.
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TABLE FDDA-2

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table FDDA-2: Containment of soil (with cap) and hydraulic containment of groundwater (through

extraction and ex-situ treatment)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT -- e

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

This alternative does not treat the impacted scil. Materials treated within Eroundwaler through
the hydraulic containment extraction and ex-situ treatment system will include VOCs, SVOCs &
metals via a combination of technologies such as air stripping, advanced oxidation processes
and/or metals treatment, in addition to one or more pretreatment steps (to be determined during
remedial design phase).

Amount Destroyed or Treated

No soil will be treated, but an estimated total extraction rate of 20 gpm of groundwalter will be
treated through the hydraulic containment groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment system.
Current dissolved concentrations indicate an estimated 1,600 to 2,000 Ibs of VOCs in FDDA
groundwater available for treatment. With the soil remaining in-situ, the potential exists for
future leaching of additional contaminants from soil to groundwater.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

Compared to other alternatives evaluated for the FDDA, this alternative provides a minimal
level of reduction in toxicity, and volume and a moderate level of reduction in mobility of
contaminants through treatment,

Degree ta which Treatment is
Irreversible

No soil will be actively treated. The groundwater treatment will be permanent,

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Treatment of the groundwater plume and any resulting VOC vapors will result in a minimal
volume of treatment residuals that will require off-site treatment/disposal at a licensed facility.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

Principal threats of soil exposure and potential leaching from soil to groundwater are not
addressed via treatment for this alternative; however, in conjunction with institutional controls,
the extraction and treatment of contaminants in groundwater will reduce the principal threats/
exposure risks.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

Construction of the soil containment harrier and construction and operation of the on-site
groundwater treatment facility will not have significant short-term impacts on the local
community.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable QSHA standards. Site-specific health
and safety plan(s) will be developed to protect site workers.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts 1o the wetland resource areas are anticipated to be moderale (compared to other
alternatives) during construction activities due to the location of the extraction wells and the
containment barrier within and/or adjacent to the resource area. Once the containment barrier
and the groundwater treatment system are installed, operation and menitoring activities are
anticipated to have limited impacts. Available practical means such as erosion and stormwater
control measures will also be implemented to minimize harm w wetland areas during
construction.

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

The estimated time to achieve RAQOs with this alternative is approximately
30 to 134 years
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TABLE FDDA-2

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table FDDA-2: Containment of soil (with cap) and hydraulic containment of groundwater (through

extraction and ex-situ treatment)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

~~ T IMPLEMENTABILITY

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

The instatlation of wells and piping for the hydraulic containment groundwater treatment system
involves common construction iechniques; however due to the location of the impacted
groundwater within and adjacent to the wetland resource area, this alternative poses difficulty in
implementation to reduce environmental impacts and in designing the treatment system layout.
Prior to implementation, pre-design pilot studies will be required to determine groundwater
capture zones. Construction of a soil containment barrier involves commen construction
techniques. Stormwater/ drainage features will be required as part of the design.

Reliability of the Technology

Hydraulic containment through groundwater extraction is a demonstrated and reliable method
for capturing and collecting impacted groundwater. In addition, available ex-situ treatment
components are effective in treating groundwater to meet discharge limits. Institutional controls
and containment barriers are commen and reliable technelogies to reduce/climinate exposure to
impacted so0il and groundwater.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

Utilizing the area as a stormwater management basin for the Northern lobe final cover system
and leaving the soil in place will present significant difficulty in undertaking additional remedial
actions due to access restrictions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Groundwater monitoring to demonstrate contaminant reduction is easily implementable.
Treatment system effluent will be monitored on a routine basis to evaluate the effectiveness of
the treatment system and document that discharge requirements are being met.

Routine inspection of the soil containment barrier is easily implementable as well.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with appropriate
Federal and State agencies.

Avatlability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

No off-site treatment, storage or disposal services required for the soil component of the
alternative. Discharge of the treated groundwater will be 1o surface water or the local POTW.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

Equipment, materials and services for this alternative are readily available.

Availability of Technology

Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and implement this alternative.
COSTS - net present value (7%) . - :

Capital Costs $3.100,000
Annual Operation, Malntt?nalilce $4.300,000 to $5.100.000
and Monitoring
Periodic Costs $130,000

TOTAL

$7.530,000 to $8,330,000

O&M cost range based on discharge method - low end to surface water, high end to POTW
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TABLE FDDA-3

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-3: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with hydraulic containment of

groundwater (through exiraction and ex-situ treatment)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Protection

The results of the human health risk assessment indicated that VOCs and SVQCs in 50|I may
pose a potential risk 1o receptors. The potential for volatilization of select VOCs in
groundwater may pose a potential risk to future site residents or facility workers. If groundwater
is used as a source of potable water, groundwater in the FDDA may also pose a risk to future site
residents or facility workers.

Under this alternative, excavation of the impacted soil will be conducted to reduce
concentrations to meet RAQs, therefore eliminating the potential human health risks associated
with the impacted soil and achieving site RAOs for soil. In addition, a groundwater extraction
and existing treatment system to hydraulically contain impacted groundwater and reduce the
mass of contaminants in groudnwater will also be implemented. Hydraulic contaimment of
groundwater will prevent downgradient migration and exposure. Institutional controls will
alzo be implemented to reduce/prevent exposure to groundwater.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that select SVOCs and VOCs in soil
within the FDDA may pose potential risk to ecological receptors.

Under this alternative, excavation of the impacted soil will be conducted to meet cleanup goals.
Therefore the potential future Tisk to ecological receptors will be eliminated and RAOs for soil
will be achieved.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Chemical Specific

Potential chemical specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-2 in Appcndlx
E; this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable chemical-
specific ARARs.

Location Specific

Potential location specific ARARSs for this alternative are presented in Table E-2 in Appendix E;
this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable location-specific
ARARs.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-2 in Appendix E; this
alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable action-specific ARARs.

'LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

The removal of impacted soil will significantly reduce residual risks due to l]'ll§ medta
Hydraulic containment of impacted groundwater will significantly reduce residual risk,
preventing downgradient exposure, while reducing the mass of contaminants in groundwater.
Therefore, residual risk is low compared to other alternatives (e.g., FDDA-2),

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Excavation of impacted sotl will provide long-term effectiveness and permanence since the
material will be removed. Post excavation confirmalory soil samples will be collected to
document the reliability of the removal.

Assuming effective implementation, institutional controls should effectively limit human
exposure to impacted groundwater until groundwater RAOs are achieved. Moaitoring of the
extraction system's effectiveness in hydraulically containing the plume will be required 10
measure the reliability of the groundwater component of this alternative,
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TABLE FDDA-3

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-3: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with hydraulic containment of
groundwater (through extraction and ex-situ treatment)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

Treatment of the excavated soil may or may not be required prior to disposal; depending on the
waste characlerization results of the material heing excavated, ex-situ treatment of soil may be
implemented prior to disposal.

Materials treated within groundwater through the hydraulic containment extraction and ex-situ
treatment system will include VOCs, SVOCs & metals via a combination of technologies such
as air stripping, advanced oxidation processes and/or metals treatment, in addition to one or
more pretreaiment steps {to be determined during remedial design phase).

Amount Destroyed or Treated

Treatment of a portion of the excavated soil may be required prior to disposal; however, the
volume or concentrations will be dependent on waste characterization analysis. An estimated
total extraction rate of 24 gpm of groundwater will be treated through the hydraulic containment
groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment system. Current dissolved concentrations indicate
an estimated 1,600 to 2,000 lbs of VOCs in FDDA groundwater available for treatment.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Trearment

Treatment of a portion of the excavated soil may be required prior to disposal; however, the
volume or concentrations will be dependent on waste characlerization analysis.

Compared to other alternatives evaluated for the FDDA, this alternative provides a moderate
level of reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants through groundwater
treatment.

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

The groundwater and if required, soil treatment will be permanent.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Through excavation of the impacted soil, no residuals presenting exposure risks will remain.
Treatment of the groundwater plume and any resulting VOC vapors will result in a low to
moderate volume of treastment residuals that will require off-site treatment/disposal at a licensed
facility.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

Principal threats of soil exposure and potential leaching from soil to groundwater are not
addressed via treatment for this altermnative; however, through source excavation, institutional
controls, and hydraulic containment of groundwater (through groundwater extraction and
treatment), the principal threats/ exposure risks will be controlled.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

This alternative will not have significant short-term effects on the local community. Re-
use/disposal of the material on-site is anticipated beneath the landfill final cover system;
however, should off-site treatment be required, local truck/ vehicular traffic will increase during
implementation.

Prolection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OSHA standards. Site-specific health
and safety plan(s) will be developed 10 protect site workers,

Environmental Impacts

Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated to be moderate during construction
activities due to the focation of the extraction wells and the excavation extent within and/or
adjacent lo the wetlard respurce area. Once the excavation is complete, the groundwater
treatmenl system is installed, and the area restored, operation and monitoting activities are
anticipated to have limited 10 no impacts. Available practical means such as erosion and
stormwater control measures will also be implemented to minimize harm te wetland areas
during construction.
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TABLE FDDA-3

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-3: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with hydraulic containment of
groundwater (through extraction and ex-situ treatment)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

Sotl RAOs will be achieved upon removal of the impacted soil; confirmatory soil sampling will
be performed to document the achievement of soil RAOs,

The estimated time to achieve groundwater RAOs is approximately

24 to 89 years

IMPLEMENTABILITY B

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Soil excavation involves common techniques that are straight forward to implement. Erosion
controls will be required as part of the design and implementation to reduce environmental
impacts to the adjacent wetlands.

The installation of wells and piping for the hydraulic containment groundwater treatment system
involves common construction techniques; however due to the location of the impacted
groundwater within and adjacent to the wetland resource area, this altenalive poses difficulty in
implementation to reduce environmental impacts and in designing the treatment system layout.
Prior to implementation, pre-design pilot studies will be required to determine groundwater
capture zones.

Reliability of the Technology

Excavation of impacted soil is a reliable technology to quickly and elTectively eliminate
exposure risks and remove mass. Implementation of institutional controls is a common and
reliable component of the remedy to control exposure to impacted gronndwater. Hydraulic
containment through groundwater extraction is a demonstrated and reliable method for capturing
and collecting impacted groundwater. In addition, available ex-situ treatment components are
effective in treating groundwater 10 meet discharge limits.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or imerfere with the ability to implement or perform future
remedial actions.

Ability 1o Monilor Effecliveness
of Remedy

Confirmatory soil sampling and analysis is easily implementable to measure the effectiveness of
the soil component of this alternative. Groundwater monitoring to demonstrate contaminant
reduction is easily implementable. Treatment system effluent will be monitored on a routine
basis to evaluate the cffectiveness of the treatment system and doecument that discharge
requirements are being met.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with appropriale
Federal and State agencies.

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the excavated material within the northeast.
However, it is assumed that excavated soil will be reused/disposed ol on-sile at one of the
landfill lobes beneath the final cover system. Discharge of the treated groundwater will be to

surface water or the local POTW,
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TABLE FDDA-3
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-3: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with hydraulic containment of
groundwater (through extraction and ex-situ treatment)

EVALUATION CRITERIA DETAILED ANALYSIS
Availability of Mecessary Equipment, materials and services for this alternative are readily available.
Equipment and Specialists
Availability of Technology Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and implement this alternative.
s COSTS - net present value (7%) '
, Capital Costs $3.400,000
Annual Operation, Mainltlznalllcc $4.100.000 to $5.700,000
and Monitoring
Periodic Costs $120,000
TOTAL $7.620,000 to $9,220,000

O4&M cost range based on discharge method - low end to surface water, high end to POTW
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TABLE FDDA-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE ,

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table FDDA-4: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with groundwater treatment (focused

mass reduction)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Protection

The results of the human health risk assessment indicated that VOCs and 3VOCs in 5011 may pose
a potential risk 10 receptors. The potential for votatilization of select VOCs in groundwater may
pose a potential risk to future site residents or facility workers. If groundwater is used as a source
of potable water, groundwater in the FDDA may also pose a risk to future site residents or facility
workers.

Under this alternative, excavation of the impacted soil wilt be conducted to reduce concentrations
to meet RAOs therefore eliminating the potential human health risks assoctated with the impacted
soil and achieving site RAOs for soil. In situ natural altenuation mechanisms will be monitored to
address groundwater impacts following a phased approach to the groundwater remedy.

Eculogical Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that select SVOCs and VOCs in soil within
the FDDA may pose potential risk to ecological receptors.  Under this alternative, excavation of
the impacted soil will be conducted to meet cleanup goals therefore the potential future risk to
ccological receptors will be climinated and RAOs for soil will be achieved.

. COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

Chemicat Specific

Potential chemical specific ARARs for this altcrnative are prcsenled in Table E-2 in Appcndlx E;
this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable chemical-specific
ARARs.

Location Specific

Potential focation specific ARARsS for this alternative are presented in Table E-2 in Appendix E;
this alternative will be designed and implemented 1o comply with applicable location-specific
ARARSs.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs for this altemmative are presented in Table E-2 in Appendix E; this
alternative will be designed and implemented 1o comply with applicable action-specific ARARs.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE. -

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Removal of the impacted soil through excavation will SIgnlﬁcantly reduce remdua] nsk assoctated
with the impacted soil and minimize the potential for future leaching of contaminants from soil to
groundwater. A phased groundwater remedial action will further reduce residual risk over time.
Therefore. residual risk is low to moderate compared to other alternatives.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Excavation of impacted soil will pravide long-term effectivencss and permancnce since the
material will be remeved. Post excavation confirmatory soil samples will be collected 1o
document the reliability of the removal.

Assuming effective implementation, institutional controls should effectively limit human exposure
to impacted groundwater until groundwater RAOs are achieved. Monitoring of the MNA
program's effectiveness will be required to measure the reliahility of the groundwater component
of this altcrnative.
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TABLE FDDA-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-4: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with groundwater treatment (focused

mass reduction)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

AEDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THRCOUGH TREATMENT

Trcatment Process Used and
Matenials Treated

Treatment of the excavated soil may or may not be required prior to on-site disposal; depending
on the waste characterization results of the material being excavated, ex-situ trcatment of seil may
he implemented prior to disposal beneath the landfill final cover system.

Natural attenuation processes, including biodegradation. dispersion. dilution, adsorption,
volatilization and/or chemical and biclogical stabilization or destruction of contaminants, will
address groundwater COPCs in situ. Following the phased approach, this alternative may also
include an active groundwater trealment component.

Amount Destroyed or Treaicd

Treatment of a portion of the excavated soil may be required prior to disposal; however, the
volume or concentrations will be dependent on wastc characterization analysis. Current dissolved
concentrations indicale an estimated 1,600 to 2,000 Ihs of VOCs in FDDA groundwater. Natural
attenuation processes will address the disselved plume through biodegradation, dispersion,
dilution, adsorption, volatilizatien and/or chemical and biological stabilization or destruction.
Active groundwater treatment system will be implemented, if needed following the phased
approach.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

Treatment of a portion of the excavated soil may be required prior to disposal heneath the landfil)
final cover system; however, the volume or concentrations will be dependent on waste
characterization analysis.

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

If required, groundwatcr and soil treatment will be permanent.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Through excavation of the impacted soil, no residuals presenting exposure risks will remain. With
natural attenuation of groundwater, there will be no residuals requiring disposal.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principat Threats

Principal threats of soil exposure and potential leaching from soil to groundwater are not

* addressed via treatment for this alternative; however, through source excavation, institutional

controls, and natural attenuation mechanisms, the principal threats/ exposure risks will he
controlled.

SHORT-TERMEEFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

This alternativc will not have significant short-lerm effects on the local commumty Re-
use/disposal of soil on-site is anticipated heneath the landfill final cover system; however, should
off-site treatment be required, local truckf vehicular traffic will increase during implementation.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OSHA slandards. Site-specilic health and
safety plan{(s) will be developed to protect site workers.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated to be low to moderate during construction
aclivities due to the location of the excavation extent within andfor adjacent to the wetland
resource area. ‘Once the excavation is complete and the area restored, montoring activities are
anticipated to bave limited to no impacts. Available practical means such as erosion and
stormwater control measures will also be implemented to minimize harm to wetland areas during
construction.
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TABLE FDDA-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table FDDA-4: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with groundwater treatment (focused

mass reduction)

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achicved

Soil RAOs will be achieved upon removal of the impacted soil; confirmatory soil sampling will be
performed to document the achievement of RAOs.
The estimated time to achieve groundwater RAQOs is approximately

36 to 103 years

IMPLEMENTABILITY

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Soil excavation involves common techniques that are straight forward to implement. Erosion
controls will be required as part of the design and implementation to reduce environmental
impacts to the adjacent wetlands.

If implemented, the installation of wetls and piping for the focused groundwater extraction and ex
situ treatment sysiem involves common construction techniques. Prior to implementation, pre-
design pilot studies will be required to determine groundwater capture zones.

Reliability of the Technology

Excavation of impacted soil is a reliable technology to quickly and effectively eliminate exposure
risks and remove mass. lmplementation of institutional controls is a common and reliable
component of the remedy to eliminate exposure to impacted groundwater and natural attenuation
processes have demonstrated effective reduction in FDDA groundwater.

Ease of Undenaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative would not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform future
remedial actions,

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Confirmalory soil sampling and analysis is easily implementable to measure the effectiveness of
the soil component of this alternative. Groundwater monitoring to demonstrate contaminant
reduction is easily implementable. Treatment system effluent (if required) will be monitored on a
routine basis to evaluale the effectiveness of the treatment system and document that discharge
requirements arg being mel.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with appropriate
Federal and State agencies.

Availability of off-site Treatment,
Storage and Disposal Services
and Capacity

Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the excavated material within the northeast.
However, it is assumed that excavated soil will be reused on-site at one of the landfill lobes
beneath the final cover system. [f groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment is implemented
{through phased approach), discharge of the treated groundwater will be to surface water or the
local POTW.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

Equipment, malerials and services for this alternative are readily available.

Availability of Technology

Qualified engineers and contractors are available 1o design and lmplemcnt this altcrnative.

COSTS - net present value (7%}

Capital Costs $1,000,000
Annual Operation, Mamt?nm.]ce $1.700,000
and Monitoring
Periodic Costs $110,000
TOTAL $2.810,000
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TABLE FDDA-5

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-5: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with groundwater extraction and ex-

situ treatment for area-wide contaminant reduction

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT -

Human Health Protection

The results of the human heaith risk assessment indicated that VOCs and SVOCs in soil may
pose a potential risk to receptors. The potential for volatilization of select VOCs in
groundwater may pose a potential risk to future site residents or facility workers. If groundwater
is used as a source of potable water, groundwater in the FDDA may also pose a risk to future site
residents or facility workers.

Under this alternative, excavation of the impacted soil will be conducted to reduce
concentrations to meet RAQs therefore eliminating the potential human health risks associated
with the impacted soil and achieving site RAOs for soil. In addition 1o soil excavation, a
groundwater extraction and treatment system for area-wide contaminant reduction/restoration
and institutional controls will also be implemented to address impacted groundwater.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that select SVOCs and VOCs in soil
within the FDDA may pose potential risk to ecological receptors.

Under this alternative, excavation of the impacted soil will be conducted to reduce
concentrations to meet cleanup goals. Therefore the potential future risk to ecological receptors
will be eliminated and RAOs for soil will be achieved.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

JChemical Specific

Potential chemical specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-2 in Appendix
E; this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable chemical-
specific ARARs.

Location Specific

Potential location specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-2 in Appendix E;
this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable location-specific
ARARs, ‘

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-2 in Appendix E: this
alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable action-specific ARARs.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE -

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Area-wide contaminant reduction of impacted groundwater through groundwater extraction and
ex-situ treatment will significantly reduce residual risk, preventing downgradient exposure and
actively treating impacted groundwater. In addition, removal of the impacted soil through
excavation will significantly reduce any residual risk associated with the impacted soil.
Therefore, residual risk is fow compared to other alternatives.
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TABLE FDDA-5

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-5: Excava

tion, treatment and/or disposal of soil with groundwater extraction and ex-
situ treatment for area-wide contaminant reduction

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Excavation of impacted soil wilt provide long-term effectiveness and permanence since the
malterial will be removed. Post excavation conlirmatory soil samples will be collected to
document the reliability of the alternative.

Assuming effective implementation, institutional contrels should effectively limit human
exposure to impacted groundwater until groundwater RAQs are achieved. Monitoring of the
exlraction system's effectiveness in reducing contaminant mass will be required to measure the
reliability of the groundwater component of this alternative.

- e . REDUCTION CF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT. . FRRIEEL )

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

Treatment of the excavated soil may or may not be required prior to disposal; dependmg on thc
waste characterization results of the material being excavated, ex-situ treatment of soil may be
implemented prior 10 disposal..

Materials treated within groundwater through the extraction and ex-situ treatment system will
include VQOCs, SYOCs & metals via a combination of technologtes such as air stripping,
advanced oxidation processes and/or metals treatment, in addition to ene or more pretreatment
steps (to be determined during remedial design phase).

Amount Destroyed or Treated

Treatment of a portion of the excavated soil may be required prior to disposal; however, the
volume or concentrations will be dependent on waste characterization analysis. An estimaied
total extraction rate of 50 gpm of groundwater will be treated through the groundwater
extraction and ex-situ treatment system. Current dissolved concentrations indicate an estimated
1,600 to 2,000 1bs of VOCs in FDDA groundwaler available for treatment,

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

Treatment of a portion of the excavated soil may be required prior to disposal; however, the
volume or concentrations will be dependent on waste characterization analysis.

Compared to other altermnatives evaluated for the FDDA | this alternative provides a moderate to
high level of reduction in toxicity, mohility and volume of contaminanits through groundwater
treatment.

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

The greundwater and, il required, soil treatment will be permanent.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Through excavation of the impacted soil, no residuals presenting exposure risks will remain.
Treatment of the groundwater plume and any resulting ¥ OC vapors will result in a moderate to
high volume of treatment residuals that will require off-site treatment/disposal at a licensed
facility.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

Principal threats of soil exposure and potential leaching from soil to groundwater are not
addressed via treatment for this alternative; however, through excavation, institutional controls,
and groundwater extraction and treatment, the principal threats/ exposure risks will be
eliminated over time.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Remedial Action

This allernative will not have significant short-lerm effects on the local community. Re-

Protection of Community During use/disposal of the material on-site is anticipated beneath the landfill final cover system;

however, should off-site treatment be required, local truck/ vehicular traffic will increase during
implementation.

FDDA-5




TABLE FDDA-5

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-5: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with groundwater extraction and ex-
situ treatment for area-wide contaminant reduction

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OSHA standards. Site-specific health
and safety plan(s) will be developed to protect site workers.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts to the wetland resource areas are antictpated to be moderate to high during construction
activities due to the location of the extraction wells and the excavation extent within and/or
adjacent to the wetland resource area. Once the excavation is complete, the groundwater
treatment system is installed, and the area restored, operation and monitoring activities are
anticipaled to have limited impacts. Available practical means such as erosion and stormwater
control measures will also be implemented to minimize harm o wetland areas during
construction.

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

Soil RAOs will be achieved upon removal of the impacted soil; confirmatory soil sampling will
be performed to document the achievement of RAOs.
The estimated time to achieve groundwater RAOs is approximately

23 to 85 vears
) IMPLEMENTABILITY .- -

Ahility to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Soil excavation involves common techniques that are straight forward to implement. Erosion
controls will be required as part of the design and implementation to reduce environmental
impacts to the adjacent wetlands.

The installation of wells and piping for the groundwater treatment system involves common
construction technigues; however due to the lucation of the impacted groundwater within and
adjacent to the wetland resource area, this alternative poses difficulty in implementation to
reduce environmental impacts and in designing the treatment system layout. Prior to
implementation, pre-design pilot studies will be required to measure groundwaler caplure zones.

Reliahility of the Technology

Excavation of impacted soil is a reliable technology to quickly and effectively eliminated
exposure risks. Implementation of institutional controls is a common and reliable component of
the remedy to control exposure to impacted groundwater. Contaminant mass reduction through
groundwater extraction is & demonstrated and reliable method for capluring and collecting
impacted groundwater. In addition, available ex-situ treatment components (are effective in
treating groundwater to meet remedial goals.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform future
remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Confirmatory soil sampling and analysis is easily implementable to measure the effectiveness of
the soil component of this alternative.

Groundwater monitoring to demonstrate contaminant reduction is easily implementable.
Treatment system effluent will be monitored on a routine basis to evaluate the effectiveness of
the treatment system and document that discharge requirements are being met.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with appropriate
Federal and State agencies.

FDDA-5




TABLE FDDA-5
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table FDDA-5: Excavation, treatment and/or disposal of soil with groundwater extraction and ex-
situ treatment for area-wide contaminant reduction

EVALUATION CRITERIA DETAILED ANALYSIS

Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the excavated material within the northeast.
However, it is assumed that excavated soil will be reused on-site at one of the landfill lobes
beneath the final cover system. Discharge of the treated groundwater will be o surface water or
the local POTW,

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Availability of Necessary Equipment, materials and services for this alternative are readily available.
Equipment and Specialists
Availability of Technology Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and 1mptemenl [hlS altemauve
COSTS - net prasent value (7%) I :
Capital Costs | $4.500,000

Annual Operation, Maintenance

L $5,300,000 to $7,700,000
and Monitoring
Periodic Cosls £130,000
TOTAL $9.930,000 to $12,330,000

O&M cost range based on discharge method - low end to surface water, high end to POTW

FDDA-5




TABLE GSA-1

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table GSA-1: No Action

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Protection

The results of the human health risk assessment indicated that select metals and
PAHs in soils may pose a potential future risk to site residents, facility workers
and/or construction workers.

Under this alternative, no remedial actions will be conducted to reduce
concentrations of PAHs or metals in soil to cleanup goals. Therefore the potential
future risk to site residents, facility workers and/or construction workers will remain
and RAQOs will not be achieved.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that current and potential
future risks to ecological receptors are present in soil in the GSA.

Under this alternative, no remedial actions will be conducted to reduce
concentrations in soil to cleanup goals. Therefore the potential future risk to
ecologlcal receptors will remain and RAOs will not be achlcved

COMPLIANCEWITHARARs .. - = =

IChemical Specific

Under existing conditions, constituents in soil exceed chemical specific ARARs.
Contaminant concentrations in soil are not anticipated to reduce over time;
therefore, chemical specific ARARs will not be met for this alternative,

Location Specific

Location specific ARARs do not apply for this alternative since there are no
remedial activities associated with this alternative that will cause adverse impacts to
natural resources.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs do not apply for this alternative since there are no remedial
activities associated with this alternative.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Since there are no active remedial actions or institutional controls associated with
this alternative, potential future exposure Lo site residents, facility workers,
consiruction workers and ecological receptors to contaminants in soil will continue
to pose a potential residual risk.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

No controls are proposed for this alternative.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

No active treatment is proposed for this alternative.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

None

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobilily or Volume
through Treatment

No active treatment is proposed for this alternative, therefore, no reduction in
toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment will be achieved.

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

No treatment is proposed.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Existing conditions will remain since no treatment is proposed.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

No treatment is proposed.
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DETAILED

TABLE GSA-1
ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table GSA-1: No Action

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

- SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Nat applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Environmental lmpacts

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative,

Time Until Remedial Action

No active remedial actions will be implemented to reduce concentrations in soil ro

Objectives are Achieved

RAQs. Therefore, RAQ's will not be achicved through this alternative.
- IMPLEMENTABILITY . ) C

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Reliability of the Technology

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform
future remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Not applicable since no remedial actions or monitoring are included in this
alternative.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative; therefore,
no approvals or coordination required.

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Not applicable for this alternative.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

No equipment or specialists required for this alternative.

Availability of Technology

Not applicable since no remedial technologies will be used.

COSTS - net present value (7%)

Capital Costs $0
A | Operation, Maint :
nnual Operation, Main (.:l'lale(.C $40.000
and Monitoring
Periodic Costs 510,000
TOTAL $50,000
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TABLE GSA-2

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table GSA-2: Excavation with Treatment and/or Disposal of Soil

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

QOVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT . -

Human Health Protection

The results of the human health risk assessment indicated that select metals and
PAHs in s0ils may pose a potential future risk to site residents, facility workers
and/or construction workers.

Under this alternative, excavation of the impacted soil will be conducted to reduce
concentrations to meet cleanup goals, therefore the potential future risk to site
residents, facility workers and construction workers will be eliminated and RAOs
will be achieved.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated that current and potential
future risks to ecological receptors are present in soil in the GSA.

Under this alternative, excavation of the impacted soil will be conducted to reduce
concentrations to meet cleanup goals, therefore the potential future riskto
ecological receptors will be eliminated and RAOs will be achieved.

COMPLIANCEWITHARARs -~

Chemical Specific

Under existing conditions, constituents in soil exceed chemical specific ARARs.
This alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with the chemical
specific ARARs,

Location Specific

Location specific ARARSs do not apply for this alternative since there are no
remedial activities assoctated with this alternative that will cause adverse impacts
o natural resources.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-3 in Appendix
E: this alternative will be designed and implemented to comply with applicable
action-specific ARARs.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Removal of the impacted materiat through excavation will significantly reduce any
residual risk.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Excavation of impacted soil will provide long-term effectiveness and permanence
since the material will be removed from the GSA and disposed of beneath the
landfill final cover system. Post excavation confirmatory soil samples will be
collected to document the reliability of the alternative.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT.

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

Treatment of the excavated soil may or may not be required prior to disposal;
depending on the waste characterization results of the material being excavated, ex
situ treatment of soil may be implemented prior to disposal.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

Treatment of a portion of the excavated soil may be required prior to disposal;
however, the volume or concentrations will be dependent on waste characterization
analysis.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

No active treatment of the excavated material is anticipated for this alternative:
however, through re-use/disposat of the material beneath a landfill cap, the toxicity,
mobility and volume of impacted material in the GSA is significantly reduced.

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

No treatment is anticipated with this alternative.

GSA-2 |




DETAILED

TABLE GSA-2
ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table GSA-2:

Excavation with Treatment and/or Disposal of Soil

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

No active treatment of the excavated material is anticipated for this alternative.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

No active treatment of the excavated material is anticipated for this alternative;
however, through excavation of the impacted material, the principal threats will be
elimjndtcd

- SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

This alternative will not have significant short-term effects on lhe local commumty
Re-use/disposal of the material on-site is anticipated beneath the landfill final cover
system: however, should off-site treatment be required, focal truck/vehicular traffic
will increase during implementation.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OSHA standards. Site-
specific health and safety plan(s) will be developed to protect site workers.

Environmental Impacts

Limited environmental impacts are anticipated.

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

RAQs.

RAGs will be achieved upon removal of the impacted soil (1 to 2 years):
confirmatory soil sampling will be performed to docurment the achievement of

IMPLEMENTABILITY -~

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Soil excavation involves common techniques that are straight forward to
implement.

Reliability of the Technology

Excavation of impacted soil is a reliable technology to quickly and effectively
control exposure risks.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform
future remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Confirmatory soil sampling and analysis is easily implementable o measure the
effectiveness of the remedy.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with
appropriate Federal and State agencies.

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the excavated material within the
northeast. However, it is assumed that excavated soil will be reused on-site at one
of the landfill lobes beneath the final cover system.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

Equipment, materials and services for this alternative are readily available.

Availability of Technology

Qualified engineers and contractors are readily available to design and implement
this alternative.

COSTS - net present value (7%}

Capital Costs $184,000
Annual Operation, Maintenance
L. $0
and Monitoring
Periodic Costs $16,000
TOTAL $200,000
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TABLE DGGW-1

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table DGGW-1: No Action

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Protection

The results of the human health risk assessment indicated the potential risk through
the potable use of site groundwater exists to future stte residents and facility
workers.

Under this alternative, no remedial actions will be conducted to reduce residual
concentrations in downgradient groundwater to RAOs. Therefore the potential
future risk of potable groundwater use will remain and RAOs will not be achieved.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated no significant risks to
ecologncal receptors as a result of downgradien jroundwater

. COMPLIANCE WITH ARARSs . ST B

Chemical Specific

Under exnstmg conditions, concentrations of select compounds in downgradlent
groundwater exceed chemical specific ARARs. No active treatment technologies
are implemented with this alternative; therefore, chemical specific ARARs will not
be met for this alternative.

Location Specific

Location specific ARARs do not apply for this alternative since there are no
remedial activities associated with this alternative that will cause adverse impacts to
natural resources.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs do not apply for this alternative since there are no remedial
activities associated with this alternative.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Since there are no active remedial actions or institutional controls assocnled wuh
this alternative, potential future exposure to contaminants in groundwater will
continue to pose a residual risk.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

No controls are proposed for this alternative.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT-

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

No active treatment is proposed for this alternative.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

No active treatment is proposed for this alternative.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

No reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment will be achieved
with this alternative.

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

No active treatment is proposed.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

No active treatment is proposed.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

No active treatment is proposed and therefore the potential risks of groundwater
consuraption still remain.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Commurnity During
Remedial Action

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Protection of Workers Puring
Remedial Action

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

DGGW-1




DETAILED

TABLE DGGW-1 ,
ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Su?erfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table DGGW-1: No Action

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Environmental Impacts

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

No active remedial actions will be implemented to reduce concentrations in
downgradient groundwater to PRGs. Therefore, RAOs wilt not be achieved
through this alternative.

IMPLEMENTABILITY

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Reliability of the Technology

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interferc with the ability to implement or perform
future remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Not applicable since no remedial actions or monitering are included in this
alternative.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included in this alternative; therefore,
no approvals or coordination required.

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Not applicable for this alternative.

Availability of Necessary
FEquipment and Specialists

No equipment or specialists required for this alternative.

Not applicable since no remedial technologies will be used.

Availability of Technology

LOSTS - net present value (7%)

Capital Costs $0
Annual Operation, Maintf.:nar.lce $41.000
and Monitoring
Periadic Costs $43,000
TOTAL $84.,000
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TABLE DGGW-2

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table DGGW-2: In-situ Remediation

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Protection

The results of the human health risk assessment indicated the potential risk through
the potable use of site groundwater exists to future site residents and facility
workers.

Under this alternative, in-situ natural attenuation mechanisms will be monitored to
address impacted groundwater following a phased approach to the groundwater
remedy. Until the RAQOs are achieved, institutional controls will be in place to
prevent groundwater usefexposure, controlling human risks.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated no significant risks to
ecological receptors as a result of downpradient groundwater

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARSs e R A

Chemical Specific

Under existing conditions, concentrations of select u)mpnundq in groundwater
exceed chemical specific ARARs. Implementation of this alternative will be
expecled to reduce contaminant concentrations in downgradient groundwater and
over time, achieve chemical-specific ARARs.

Location Specific

Potential location specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-4 in
Appendix E; this alternative provides the least amount of disruption to ecological
receptors and the wetland resource area during implementation. In-situ remedial
activities can be implemented to comply with applicable location-specific ARARs.

Action Specific

Potential action specific ARARs for this allernative are presented in Table E-4 in
Appendix E. In-situ remedial activities can be implemented to comply with
applicable action-specific ARARs.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Until the achievement of site RAOs, implementation of institutional controls wxll
reduce potential use and exposure to impacted groundwater. Therefore, residual
risk is low.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Assuming effective implementation and enforcement, institutional controls should
effectively limit human exposure to impacted groundwater until the RAOs are
achieved.

REDUCT!ON OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND-VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

Natural attenuation processes, including biodegradation, dispersion, dilution,
adsorption, volatilization and/or chemical and biological stabilization or destruction
of contaminants, will address groundwater COPCs in situ.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

Natural attenuation processes are anticipated to reduce the contaminants over time;
current dissolved concentrations indicate an estimated 200 [bs of VOCs in
downgradient groundwater.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

Alternative does not include active treatment technologies. The degree to which
this alternative will reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants
through natural attenuation is moderate, compared to other alternatives evaluated.

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

Alternative does not include active treatment technologies. Natural attenuation
mechanisms are permanent.
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DETAILED

TABLE DGGW-2
ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table DGGW-2: In-situ Remediation

EVALUATICN CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

No residuals will remain through in-situ natural attenuation processes.

Degree to Which Treatment

The principal threats/exposure risks from groundwater will be controlled/reduced
through natural attenuation and institutional controls.

Reduces Principal Threats

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

No impacts to the community are anticipated for this alternative.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OSHA standards. Site-
specific health and safety plan(s) will be developed to protect site workers.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated to be limited during
monitoring activities.

Time Until Remedial Actton
Objectives are Achieved

RAQOs will be achieved through natural attenuation processes; estimated timeframe
of

With Source Control - 67 to 79 years

Without Source Control - 81 to 98 years

_IMPLEMENTABILITY -

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

No construction activities are planned for this alternative other than installation of
additional monitoring wells; monitoring activities are easily implementable.

Reliability of the Technology

Site characterization data indicate that natural attenuation processes are effectively
degrading contaminants. Refer to Section 7.2 in the FS text for MNA discussion.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform
future remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Groundwater sampling and analysis to evaluate contaminant levels is easily
implementable.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with
appropriate Federal and State agencies.

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Not applicable for this alternative.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

Equipmem, materials and services for this alternative are readily available.

Availability of Technology

Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and implement this
alternative.

COSTS - net present value (7%)

Capital Costs

$230,000 ‘

Annual Operation, Maintenance
and Monitoring

$1,400.000

Periodic Costs

$120,000

TOTAL

$1,750,000¢
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TABLE DGGW-3
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table DGGW-3: Hydraulic Containment through Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and Discharge

EVALUATION CRITERIA DETAILED ANALYSIS
QVERALL PRCTECTION GF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT :
The results of the human health risk assessment indicated the potential risk through the thdh]e
use of site groundwater exists to future site residents and facility workers,

Under this alternative, hydraulic containment of irmpacted groundwater through groundwater
extraction and ex-situ treatment will be imptemented to control plume migration and meet
RAOs over time. Until the RAOs are achieved, institutional controls will be in place to
prevent groundwater use/exposure, controlling human risks.

Human Health Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated no significant risks to ecological
receptors as a result of downgradient groundwater

- COMPLIANCE WITH ARARSs - : RGP
Under ex1stlng conditions, concentrations of select compounds in groundwater exceed
chemical specific ARARs. Implementation of this alternative will be expected to reduce
contaminant concentrations in downgradient groundwater and over time, achieve chemical-
specific ARARs.
Potential location specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-4 in Appendix
E; this alternative will provide disruption to ecological receptors and the wetland resource area
during implementation; however, the design, construction and operation of this alternative can
be implemented to comply with applicable location-specific ARARS.

Ecological Protection

Chemical Specific

Iocation Specific

Potential action specific ARARS for this altemative are presented in Table E-4 in Appendix E;
Action Specific the design, construction and operation of this alternative can be implemented to comply with

applicable action-specific ARARs.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Until the achievement of site RAOs implementation of institutional controls will reduce
Magnitude of Residual Risk potential use and exposure to impacted groundwater. Therefore, residual risk is low.

Assuming effective implementation and enforcement, institutional controls should effectively

limit human exposure to impacted groundwater until the RAOs arc achieved. Monitoring of
Adequacy and Reliability of the extraction system's effectiveness in hydraulically containing the plume will be required to
Controls measure the reliability of the alternative. Extraction and treatment system components will

require maintenance, upkeep and potentially replacement overtime to ensure reliability.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT

Materials treated within groundwater through the hydraulic containment extraction and ex-situ
treatment system will include VOCs, SVOCs & metals via a combination of technologies such
as air stripping, advanced oxidation processes and/or metals treatment, in addition to one or
more pretreatment steps (to be determined during remedial design phase).

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

An estimated total extraction rate of 75 gpim of groundwater will be treated through the
hydraulic containment groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment systemn. Current dissolved
concentrations indicate an estimated 200 1bs of VOUCs in downgradient groundwater available
for treatment.

Amount Destroyed or Treated
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TABLE DGGW-3
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table DGGW-3: Hydrautlic Containment through Groundwate_r Extraction, Treatment and Discharge

EVALUATION CRITERIA DETAILED ANALYSIS

The degree to which this alternative will reduce the toxicity and mobility of contaminants is
high and the degree to which it will reduce the volume of contaminants is moderate, compared
to other DGGW altematives evaluated.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

Degree to which Treatment is Treatment of groundwater will be permanent.
Irreversible

Treatment of the groundwater plume and any resulting VOC vapors will produce a moderate

Type and Quantity of Residuals . : . . . v
P Q Y volume of treatment residuals that may require off-site treatment/disposal at a licensed facility.

Remaiming after Treatment

Degree to Which Treatment In conjunction with institutional controls, upon treatment of contaminants in groundwater, the
Reduces Principal Threats potential human risks to on-site downgradient groundwater will be eliminated.

c R ST ] SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS = - = - * . -~

Construction and operation of an on-site groundwater treatment facility will not have
significant short-term impacts on the local community; however, there may be a slight increase
in vehicular traffic to the site during construction activities.

Protection of Workers During ~ Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OSHA standards. Site-specific health
Remedial Action and safety plan(s) will be developed to protect site workers.

Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated to be moderate to high during
construction activities due to the location of the extraction wells within the resource area
(requiring destruction of wetlands to install - estimated at 5,050 sq ft). Once the system is
installed, operation and monitoring activities is anticipated to have limited impacts. Available
practical means such as erosion and stormwater control measures will also be implemented to
minimize harm to wetland areas during construction.

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

Environmental Impacts

The estimated time to achieve groundwater RAQs is approximately
With Source Controt - 57 to 68 years
Without Source Control - 70 to 86 years

IMPLEMENTABILITY - :
The installation of wells and piping involves common construction techniques; however due to
the location of the impacted groundwater within the wetland resource area, this altermative
Ability to Construct and Operate Poses ditficulty in implementation to reduce environmental impacts and in designing the
the Technology treatment system layout (access roads to extraction wells, burial of extraction and electrical
lines, etc.). Prior to implementation, pre-design pilot studies will be required to evaluate
groundwater capture zones.

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

Groundwater extraction is a demonstrated and reliable method for capturing and collecting
Reliability of the Technology impacted groundwater. In addition, the ex-situ treatment components are effective in treating
groundwater to the remedial goals.

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform future

Ease of Undertaking Additional . .
remeclial actions.

Remedial Actions, if necessary

Groundwater monitoring to demonstrate hydraulic containment and to determine contaminant
Ability to Monitor Effectiveness levels is easjly implementable. Treatment system effluent will be monitored on a routine basis
of Remedy to evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment system and document that discharge requirements
are being met.

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with appropriate

Ability to Obtain A Is and
iyto AN APPrOVAIS AN . deral and State agencies. -

Coordinate with Other Agencies

DGGW-3



TABLE DGGW-3
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewkshury, MA
Table DGGW-3: Hydraulic Containment through Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and Discharge

EVALUATION CRITERIA DETAILED ANALYSIS

e Discharge of the treated groundwater will be to surface water or the local POTW.
Availability of off-site

Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Availability of Necessary Equipment, materials and services for this alternative are readily available.

Equipment and Specialists

Availability of Technology Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and implement this alternative.
) R - . COSTS - het present value (7%) ] ‘ -

Capital Costs $2,900,000

Annual O.pel"atlon. Maintenance $6.800.000 to $9.800.000
and Monitoring

Periodic Costs $130,000
TOTAL $9.830,000 w0 $12,830,000

DGGW-3 O&M Range incorporates: 30 years of system operation with 30 years of groundwater monitoring - low:
discharge to surface water, high: discharge to POTW

DGGW-3



TABLE DGGW-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table DGGW-4: Groundwater Extraction and Ex-situ Treatment for Area-wide Contaminant

Reduction

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Protection

The results of the human health risk assessment indicated the potential risk through the potable
use of site groundwater exists to future site residents and facility workers.

Under this alternative, groundwater extraction and ex-silu treatment for area-wide contaminant
reduction will be impilemented to control plume migration and aggressively treat groundwater
to meet RAOs in an expedited timeframe. Until the RAQs are achieved, institutional controls
will be in place to prevent groundwater use/exposure, controlling human risks.

Ecological Protection

The results of the ecological risk assessment indicated no significant risks to ecological
receptors as a result of downgradient groundwater.

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs

IChemical Specific

Under existing conditions, concentrations of select compounds in groundwater exceed
chemical specific ARARs. Implementation of this altemnative will be expected to reduce
contaminant concentrations in downgradient groundwater and over time, achieve chernical-
specific ARARs.

Location Specific

Potential location specific ARARs for this alternative are presented in Table E-4 in Appendix
E; this alternative will provide significant disruption to ecological receptors and the wetland
resource area during implementation. However, the design, construction and operation of this
alternative can be implemented to comply with applicable location-specific ARARs.

Action Specific

Potential action specific ARARS for this alternative are presented in Table E-4 in Appendix E;
the design, construction and operation of this alternative can be implemented to comply with
applicable action-specific ARARSs,

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Until the achievement of site RAOs implementation of institutional controls witl reduce
potential use and exposure to impacted groundwater. Therefore, residual risk is low.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

Assuming effective implementation and enforcement, institutional controls should effectively
limit human exposure to impacted groundwater until the RAOs are achieved. The
groundwater treatment system will adequately and reliably reduce the concentrations in
downgradient groundwater. Extraction and treatment system components will require
maintenance, upkeep and potentially replacement overtimne to ensure reliability over time.

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH THEATMENT. -

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

Materials treated within groundwater through the hydraulic containment exeraction and ex-situ
reatment system will include VOCs, SVOCs & metals via a combination of technologies such
as air stripping, advanced oxidation processes and/or metals treatment, in addition to one or
more pretreatment steps (to be determined during remedial design phase).

Amount Destroyed or Treated

An estimated total extraction rate of 140 gpm of groundwater will be treated through the
groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment system. Current dissolved concentrations
indicate an estimated 200 Ibs of VOCs in downgradient groundwater available for treatment.

DGGW-4




TABLE DGGW-4

DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA
Table DGGW-4: Groundwater Extraction and Ex-situ Treatment for Area-wide Contaminant

Reduction

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DETAILED ANALYSIS

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

Compared to other alternatives evaluated for downgradient groundwater, this alternative
provides a high level of reduction in toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants through ex-
situ treatment.

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

Treatment of groundwater will be permanent.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Treatment of the groundwater plume and any resulting VOQC vapors may produce a high
volume of treatment residuals that will require off-site treatment/disposal at a licensed facility.

Degree to Which Treatment

In conjunction with institutional controls, upen treatment of contaminants in groundwater, the
potential humnan risks to on-site downgradient groundwater will be ellmma[ed

Reduces Principal Threats

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS - - LT

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

Construction and operation of an on-site groundwater treatment facility will not have
significant short-term impacts on the local community; however, there may be a slight increase
in vehicular traffic to the site during construction activities.

Protection of Warkers During
Remedial Action

Work will be performed in accordance with applicable OSHA standards. Site-specific health
and safety plan{s) will be developed to protect site workers.

Environmental Impacts

Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated to be high during construction activities
due to the location of the extraction wells within the resource area (requiring destruction of
almost an acre of wetlands to install). Once the system is installed, operation and monitoring
activities are anticipated to have limited to no impacts. Available practical means such as
erosion and stormwater control measures will also be implemented to minimize harm to
wetland areas during construction.

Time Until Remedial Action
jObjectives are Achieved

The estimated time to achieve groundwater RAOs is approximately
With Source Control - 40 to 49 years
Without Source Control - 53 to 60 years

IMPLEMENTABILITY

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

The installation of wells and piping invalves common construction techniques; however due to
the location of the impacted groundwater within the wetland resource area, this alternative
poses difficuity in implementation to reduce environmenta! impacts and in designing the
treatment system layout (access roads to extraction welis, burial of extraction and electrical
lines, etc.}). Prior to implementation, pre-design pilot studies will be required to evaluate
adeguate groundwater capture zones.

Reliability of the Technology

Groundwater extraction is a demonstrated and reliable method for capturing and collecting
impacted groundwater. In addition, the ex-situ treatment components are effective in treating
groundwater to the remedial goals.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to implement or perform future
remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Groundwater monitoring to demonstrate hydraulic containment and to determine contaminant
levels is easily implementable. Treatment system effluent will be monitored on a routine basis
to evaluate the effectiveness of the treatment system and document that discharge requirements
are being met.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

The remedial action will be designed and implemented under coordination with appropriate
Federal and State agencies.

DGGW-4




TABLE DGGW-4
DETAILED ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table DGGW-4: Groundwater Extraction and Ex-situ Treatment for Area-wide Contaminant
Reduction

EVALUATION CRITERIA DETAILED ANALYSIS

Availability of off-site Discharge of the treated groundwater will be to surface water or the local POTW.

Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Availability of Necessary

; . Equipment, materials and services for this alternative are readily available.
Equipment and Specialists

Availability of Technology Qualified engineers and contractors are available to design and 1mplcmcnt this alternative.
. - COSTS - net present value (7%) e -
Capital Costs $4,500,000

Annual Qperation, Maintenance

o $6,500,000 to $12,200,000
and Monitoring

Periodic Costs $130,000

TOTAL $11,130,000 to $16,830,000

DGGW-4 O&M Range incorporates: Low - 30 years of system operation (discharge to surface water) with 30 years
of groundwater monitoring and High: 30 years of system operation (discharge to POTW) with 30 years of
groundwater monitoring

DGGW-4



TABLE K-1

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR THE LANDFILL LOBE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial lnvestigatiqn and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

LF-1

LF-2a and LF-2h

LF-3

LF-4

Ol ot v b SRR A

Human Health Protection

_OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUM@S HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

The potential human health risks will remain and
RAQOs will not be achieved.

The potential human health risks will be eliminated
and RAOs will be achieved.

The potential human health risks will be eliminated
and RAOs will be achieved.

The poten[ml human health rlqks will be eliminated
and RAOs will be achieved.

Ecological Protection

The potential future risk to ecological receptors will
remam and RAOs will not be achlcved

The potential future risk to ecological receptors will be
ehminated and RAQs will be achieved.

The potential future risk to ecological receptors will bej

The potential future risk to ecological receptors will be

Chemical Specific

| Chcrmcal specnﬂc ARARS will not be met for this

S —— -

ST ‘COMPLIANTE WITH ARARs

eliminated and RAOs will be achieved.

AT

climinated and RAQOs will be achieved.
¥ .

alternative in a timely manner.

ThlS alternative will meet the RAOs and therefore

This alternacive will meet the RAOs and therefore
comply with the chemical specific ARARs.

This alternative will meet the RAQs and therefore
comply with the chemical specific ARARS.

Location Specific

Location specific ARARs do not apply for this
alternative.

comply with the chemical specific ARARS.

This alternative will be designed and implemented to
comply with applicable location-specific ARARs.

This alternative will be designed and implemented 1o
comply with applicable location-specific ARARs.

This alternative may not meet applicable location-
specific ARARs, specific to the amount of work in the
wetland resource areas.

Action Specific

alternative,

Action specific AR ARs do not apply for this

This alternative will be designed and implemented to
comply with applicable action-specific ARARs.

This alternative will be designed and implemented to
comply with applicable acuon specnf‘ ic ARARS

This alternative will be designed and implemented to

Magnitude of Residual Risk

~LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE .~~~ -

comply with applicable action-speciﬁc_ ARARs.

Potential future exposure to contaminants in waste,
sediment, surface water and groundwater will continue
to pose a potential residual risk.

Residual risk is low; comparable to LF-3 and LF-4.

Residual risk is low; comparable to LF-2 and LF-4.

Residual risk is low; comparable to LF-2 and LF-3

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

No controls proposed.

LE-2 prevents exposure to the waste, reduces
infiltration through the waste into groundwater,
prevents or reduces the potential for re-contamination
of the brook, and limits human exposure to impacted
groundwater until groundwater RAOs are achieved.
Containment of groundwater utilizing 4 vertical barrier
(in conjunction with monitored natural,! attenuation (L.F{
2a) or active groundwater treatment (LF-2b)) is
anticipated to effectively and reliably limit human
exposure to impacted groundwater unti! RAOs are met.

LF-3 prevents exposure to the waste, reduces
infiltration through the waste into groundwater,
prevents or reduces the potential for re-contamination
of the brook, and limits human exposure to impacted
groundwater until groundwater RACs are achieved.
Collection of groundwater with ex-situ treatment is
anticipated to effectively and refiably limit human
exposure to impacted groundwater until RACs are met.

LF-4 prevents exposure to the waste, reduces
infiitration through the waste into groundwater,
prevents or reduces the potential for re-contamination
of the brook, and limits human exposure to impacted
groundwater until groundwater RAOs are achieved.
Containment of groundwater utilizing a vertical barrier
(in conjunction with active groundwater treatment) is
antizipated to effectively and reliably limit human
expaosure to impacted groundwater until RAOs are met|

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

No active treaiment is proposed.

EDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY

AND VOTUME THROUGH TREATMENTZ &=

Materials addressed in groundwater include VOCs,
SVOCs & metals. Alternative LF-2a does not actively
treat groundwater. MNA processes will address COCs
in-situ following a phased approach to the groundwatelJ
remedy. Alternative LF-2b will treat these COCs in-
situ {e.g., chemical oxidation) or if extraction and ex-
sity treatment is implemented, a combination of
technologies such as air stripping, advanced oxidation
processes and/or metals treatment, in addition to one
of more pretreatment steps (1o be determined during
the design phase) will be used.

Materials treated in groundwater include VOCs,
SVOCs & metals; a combination of technologies such
as air stripping, advanced oxidation processes and/or
metals treatment, in addition to one or more
pretreatment steps {to be determined during the design
phase) will be utilized to treat the COCs extracted.

Same as LF-2b.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

None

Current dissolved concentrations indicale an estimated
2,700 w0 4,500 [bs of VOCs in Nosthern and Sauthern
lobe sroundwater.

Same as LF-2 and LF-4.

Same as L.LF-2b and LF-3.




TABLE K-1

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR THE LANDFILL LOBE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

LF-1

LF-2a and LF-2b

LF-3

LF-4

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

No reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume through
treatment will be achieved.

Compared to other alternatives evaluated for the
landfill lobes, this alternative provides a low (L.F-2a)
to moderate (LE-2b) level of reduction in toxicity,
mobility and volume of contaminants through
4trcatment.

Compared to other alternatives evaluated tor the
landfill lobes, this alternative provides, through
groundwater treatment, a moderate level of reduction
in toxicity and volume and a high level of reduction
with regard 1o mobility of contaminants.

Same as LF-2hb,

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversible

No treatment is proposed.

Alternative LF-2a does not include treatment
technologies. Under Alternative LF-2b, the
oundwaler treatment will be pemlaﬁent.

Same as LF-2b and LF-4.

Same as LF-2b and LF-3.

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Existing conditions will remain since no treatment is
proposed.

MNA process will address COCs in-situ. Low volume
of residuals anticipated following groundwater
treatment (LE-2b). :

Moderate to high volume of residuals anticipated
following groundwater treatment.

Same as LF-2b.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

No treatment is proposed.

Overall, this alternative presents a high degree of
reducing principal threats since in-situ natural
attenuation process with or without enhancements (LF-
2a) or active treatment (LF-2b) will address
groundwater impacts and in conjunctipn with the
physical barrier, will prevent re-contagmination of the
brook. .

e

Protection of Community During

e e e

Overall, this alternative presents a high degree of
reducing principal threats through treatment since it
extracts and treats a large volume of impacted
groundwater.

Same as LF-2b.

e L

A - :

 SHORT-TERRGEFFECTIVER

’

Moderate short-term effects anticipated; slight

Higher short-term effects anticipated due to the

temporary re-directing/routing of the brook may be
required to effectively remove the impacted sediment,
potentially causing disruption to the existing
ecological habitat.

due to the groundwater component.

Remedial Action Not applicable. Limited short-term effects anticipated. increase over LF-2 due to longer construction lengthier construction timeframe (re-routing brook and
timeframe (for groundwater components). wetlands replication).
. . Work will be performed in accordance with applicable
Protection of Workers Dur . ) .
rotec l 1O . ers Luring Not applicable. OSHA standards. Site-specific health and safety Same as LF-2 and LF-4. Same as LF-2 and LLF-3.

Remedial Action . 5
plan(s) will be developed to protect site workers.
Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated
to be moderate during construction activities due 1o to be high during construction activities due to the
the location of the wetland resource areas surrounding destruction of the existing wetland/marsh area to the

. . the landfill lobes and during the brook excavation, Similar to LF-2, with a slightly higher area of impact  Jsouth of the southern lobe during the brook re-creation
Environmental Impacts Not applicable.

{disrupting ecological habitat) and due to the lacation
of the wetland resource areas surrounding the landfill
lobes (erosion controls and stormwater management
will be required to reduce impacts).

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

RAQ's will not be achieved through this alternative.

65 to 210 years

52 to 164 years

B v

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

IMPLEMENTABILITY

6510 210 years

Nat applicable.

This alternative involves common construction
techniques; however the presence of wetland resource
areas and the adjacent 100-year flood plain may
present potential design challenges. This alternative
provides a reduced leve] of operation, maintenance
and monitoring than LF-3.

This alternative involves common construction
techniques; however the presence of wetland resource
areas and the adjacent 100-year flood plain may
present potential design challenges. This alternative
provides a higher level of operation, maintenance and
monitoring than other alternatives evaluated (e.g. LF-2
ang LE-4).

In general, this alternative involves common
construction techniques; however the presence of
wetland resource areas and the 100-year flood plain
will present potential design challenges. In addition,
implementation/construction of re-routing the brook
will present access and habitat disruption issues.




COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR THE LANDFILL LOBE REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

TABLE K-1

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

LF-1

LF-2a and LF-2b

LF-3

LF-4

Reliability of the Technology

Not applicable.

2
The combination of technologies that this alternative
incorporates presents a reliable approiach to comply
with ARARs and achieve RAOs.

Same as LLF-2.

The combination of technologies that this alternative
incarporates presents a reliable approach to achieve
RAQs; however due to the issues associated with re-
routing the brook (i.e. recreating function and value of
resource areas on-site and finding available space on-
site), this alternative is not as reliable as the other
alternatives to meet RAQOs.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the
ability to implement or perform future remedial
actfons.

This alternative shoutd not limit or injerfcre with the
ability to implement or perform future remedial

il
actions.

L%: [RECICRE Je v

£

Similar to LF-2 and LF-4.

Similar to LF-2 and I.F-3.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Not applicable.

Confirmatory sediment sampling and analysis is easily
implementable to measure the effectiveness of the
brook sediment excavation. Ground\;jatcr monitoring
to demonstrate contaminant containment and mass
reduction is easily implementable.

Same as LI--2 and LF-4.

Same as LF-2 and LF-3.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included
in this alternative; therefore, no approvals or
coordination required.

The remedial action will be designed and implemented
under coordination with appropriate Federal and State
agencies.

Same as LF-2,

With the potential AR AR issues in regards to the
Massachusetts Wetlands Act, this alternative may have
difficuley obtaining approval (i.e., substantial
compliance).

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Not applicable for this alternative.

Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the
excavated material within Massachusetts. However,
there is also availability to re-use this material on-site
at one of the landfill lobes beneath the final cover
system. If groundwater extraction and ex-situ
treatment are implemented, the treated groundwater
can be discharged to surface water or 10 the local
POTW.

Similar to LF-2 and LF-4.

Similar to LF-2 and LF-3.

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

No equipment or specialists required for this
alternative.

Equipment, materials and services for, this alternative
Jare readily available,

Same as LF-2 and LF-4,

Similar to LF-2 and LF-3.

Not applicable since no remedial technologies will be

Qualified engineers and contractors are available to

Avaifability of Technolo . . ) . Same as LF-2 and LF-4, Similar to LF-2 and LF-3.
' e . Esgi}._ - design and impiement this altemauvc. _ _ _
i oS SIRER S S SIS T T T TR s BRSSO OGTS - nat pféé'é"ma!ue {(7%) - 30 years ' o2
$17.500,000 LF-2a
Capital Costs $0 to
$19,700,000 LF-2b $24,900,000 $25,900,000
Annual Operation, Maintenance $65.000 $2,9?0,000 LF-2a $15,9t00,000
. - A 0 0
t
and Monitoring $5.400000 LF-2b $26,100,000 $5,400,000
Periodic Costs $43,000 $120,000 $130,000 $120,000
$20,520,000 LF-2a $40,930,000
TOTAL $111,000 0 ©
$25,220,000 LF-2b $51,130,000 $31.420,000

K-1




TABLE K-2

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR THE FORMER DRUM DISPOSAL AREA REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

Table K-2

EVALUATION CRITERIA

FDDA-1

FDDA-2

e

FDDA-3

FDDA-4

FDDA-5

FAVERALL PROTECTION OF:HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Protection

The potential fumre risks will remain.

This alternative controls the potential future risks
through containment.

This alternative eliminates the potential future risks.

This alternative eliminates the potential future risks.

This alternative eliminates the potential futurc risks.

Ecological Protection

The potential future risks will remain.

The potential future risks will be controlled through

The potential future risks will be eliminated.

The potential future risks will be eliminated.

The patential future risks will be eliminated.

-~ .COMPLI

-

Chemical Specific

IChemical specific ARARSs will not be met for this
alternative.

This alternative will prevent exposure to the impacted
imaterial, but may not meet the RAQs in soil and
therefore may not comply with the chemical specific
ARARS in the foreseeable future.

WITH ARARS =~ ™

This alternative will meet the RAQs over time and
therefore comply with the chemical specific ARARs.

This alternative will meet the RAOs over ime and
therefore comply with the chemical specific ARARs,

This alternative will meet the RAOs aver time and
therefore comply with the chemical specific ARARs.

Location Specific

Location specific ARARs do not apply for this
alternative.

This alternative will be designed and implemented to
comply with applicable location-specific ARARs.

This alteraative will be designed and implemented to
comply wjth applicable location-specific ARARS,

This alternative will be designed and implemented to
comply with applicable tocation-specific ARARs.

This alternative will be designed and implemented to
comply with applicable location-specific ARARs.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs do not apply for this
alternati

This aliernative will be designed and implemented to
with applicable action-specific ARARs.

This alternative will be designed and implemented to
comply with applicable action-specific ARARSs.

This alternative will be designed and implemented

This alternative will be designed and implemented 1o

L ONG-TERM EFFECTIIIESS AND PERMANENCE __ ~- -~

comply with applicable action-specific ARARSs,

comply with applicable action-specific ARARs.

Magnitade of Residual Risk

Potential fulure exposure 1o contaminants in sail will
continue to pose a potential residual risk.

Hydraulic containment of impacted groundwater will
significantly reduce residual risk; however, the
impacted soil will remain {beneath the containment
[barrier), providing the potential {or future leaching into
groundwater over time. Therefore, residual risk is
frelatively high, compared to FDDA-3 through FDDA-
5.

Hydraulic containment of impacted groundwater will
significamly reduce residuat risk. In addition, removal
of the impacted soil through excavation will
significandly reduce any residual risk associated with
Lthe impacked soil. Therefore, residual risk is low
compared to FDDA-1 and FDDA-2 and comparable to
FDDA-S.

Removal of the impacied soil through excavation will
significantly reduce any residual risk associated with
the impacted seil. A phased groundwater remedial
action will further reduce residual risk over time.
Therefore, residual risk is low to moderate compared (o
the other zlternatives.

Stmilar to FDDA-3.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

No controls proposed.

Institutional controls should effectively limit human
exposure o impacted soil and groundwater.
Monitoring of the cxtraction system's effectiveness in
hydraulically containing the plume will be required to
determine the reliability of the groundwater component
of this alternative and routine monitoring that the
containment barrier is intact will be required 1o
determine the reliability of the soil component of this

f

Excavation of impacted soil will provide long-term
effectiveness and permanence since the material will be
removed. Institutional controls should effectively limit
human exposure to impacied groundwater until
groundwater RAOs are achieved. Monitoring of the
extraction system's effectiveness in hydraulically
containing the plume will be reguired to determine the
reliability of the groundwater component of this
altcrn‘at.iv*

Excavation of impacted soil will provide long-term
effectiveness and permanence since the material will be
removed. Institutional controls should cffestively limit
human exposure to impacted groundwater until
1gr0undwater RAOs are achigved through natural
attenuation with or without enbancements. Monitoring
will be required to determine the reliability of the
groundwater component of this alternative.

Similar to FDDA-3.

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

No active treatment is proposed for this alternative.

Materials treated within groundwater inciude VOCs,
SVOCs and metals via a combination of technologies
such as air stripping, advanced oxidation processes
and/or metals treaument, in addition Lo onc or morc
pretreatment steps (to be determined during remedial
design phase).

7% P HEDUGTION OF-TOXICITY, MOBILEAIND VOEUMEERROUGH TREATMENTZER0E ]
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Treatment of the excavated soil may or may not be
required prior o disposal; depending on the waste
characterization sampling results. Materials treated
within groundwater include VOCs, SVOCs and metals
via a combination of technologies such as air stripping,
advanced oxidation processes andfor metals treaiment,
in addition to one or more pretreatment steps (to be
determined during remedial design phase).

Treatment of the excavated soil may or may not be
Jrequired prior to disposal; depending on the waste
characterization sampling results. Natural attenuation
Jprocesses, including biodegradation, dispersion,
dilution, adsorption, volatilization and/or chemical and
biological stabilization or destruction of contaminants,
will address impacted groundwater (VOCs, SVOCs
and metals). Following the phased approach, this
alternalive may also include MNA enhancements, other
in-situ treatment components, or groundwazer
extraction and treatment. [f implemented, the tn-sity of
ex-situ treatment system will treat groundwater via a
combination of lechnologies such as air stripping,
advanced axidation processes and/or metals treatment,
in addition 10 one or more pretreatment sicps {10 be
determined during design phase).

Same as FDDA-3.




TABLE K-2
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR THE FORMER DRUM DISPOSAL AREA REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA FDDA-1 | FDDA-2 FDDA-3 FDDA-4 FDDA-5

Treatment of a portion of the excavated soil may be
required prior 10 disposal: however, the volume or
concentrations will be dependent on waste
characterization analysis. Current dissolved

No soit will be treated, but an estimated total extraction]Treatment of a portion of the excavated soil may be
rate of 20 gpm of groundwater will be treated through |reqired prior to disposal; however, the volume or

the groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment concentrations wifl be dependent on waste R L .
) . . o . . . Jconcentrations indicate an estimated 1.600 1o 2,000 ibs
system. Current dissolved concentrations indicate an  Jcharacterization analysis. An estimated Lotal extraction of VOCs in FDDA proundwater. Natural attemati Similar 16 FDDA-3. bt with an anticipated extraction
" ; : - Naur: nuati -3, rith ¢
Amount Destroyed or Treated  [None estimated 1,600 to 2,000 1bs of VOCs in FDDA 1rate of 24 ppm of groundwater will be treated through . & Henuation ! ut with un anticip XLractio
. . - . . processes with or without enhancements will address  [rate of 50 gpm,
groundwater available for treatment. With the soil the proundwaler extraction and ex-situ treatment the dissolved plume. Foflowing the phised 1
. - . - . . . . . oldowiIn Lol I HRTW
remaining in-situ, the potential exists for future system. Current dissolved concentrations indicate an roundwaler ;l:p roach. and ingsnu l?(‘ nn:cnt
) L - . . . . . - d ; oy
leaching of additional contaminants from soil to estimateqd 1,600 to 2,000 |bs of VOCs in FDDA & P : - sysiem ¢
. a groundwater extraction and ¢x-situ treatment system
groundwater. groundwater avatlable for treatment. . . i
may be implemented {estimated total extraction rate of
15 gpm of groundwater).
Compared (0 other alternatives evaluated for the Compared to other alternatives evaluated for the Comparcd (0 other alternatives evaluated for the

No active teatment is proposed for this alternative, Compared to other alternatives evaluated for the

Degree of Expected Reductions F . . . . . FDDA, this alternative provides a moderate level of  |FDDA., this alternative provides a lower level of FDDA, this alternative provides a moderate to high
o CETee O i therefore, no reduction in Loxicity, mobility or volume [FDDA, this aliernative provides a low level of J - prov C - prov o pre o 5
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume . . . . S L . reduction in toxicity, mebility and volurne of reduction in woxicity, mobility and volume of level of reduction in woxicity, mobility and volume of
through treatment will be achieved with this reduction in toxicity and volume of contaminants and a . ) . . . ) ;
through Treatment . - . .. . contaminants through groundwater {(and potentially contaminants through groundwater (and patentially contaminants through groundwater (and potentially
allernative. high level of reduction in mobility of contaminants. . . .
soil) treatment. soil) treatment. soil) treatment.
Degree (o which Treatment is No sail will be actively treated. The groundwater The groundwater and, if required, soil treatment will be|If required, the groundwater and soil treatment will be

No treatmend is proposed. Same as FDDA-3.

Irreversible treatment will be permanent. permanent. permanent.

Treatment of the groundwater plume and any resulting
'Type and Quantity of Residuals |Existing conditions will remain since no treatmentis  §VOC vapors will result in a low to moderate votume of
Remaining after Treatment proposed. treatment resicduals that will require off-site
treatment/disposal at a licensed facility.

Slightly higher residuals than other altematives

Similar to FDDA-2. Limited to no residuals remaining afler treatment.
evaluated.

Principal threats of soil exposure and potential leaching
Jfrom soil to groundwater are not addressed via
reatment for this alternative; however, in conjunction
No reatment is proposed. with institutional controls and construction of the
comiainment barrier, the treatment of contaminants in
groundwater will control the principal threats/ exposure;
risks over Lime.

Principal threats of soil cxposure and potential leaching
from soil to groundwater are not addressed via
treatment for this alternative; however, through
excavation, institutional controls, groundwater
extraction and treaiment, the principal threats/ exposure
risks will be controlled over time.

Through excavation, institutionai controls. and natural
attenuation process, the principal threats/exposure risks{Similar to FDDA-3.
will be controlled over time.

Degree 1o Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

R o - SHORT-TERMEFFECTIVENESS - - e , P
This alternative will not have significant short-term
Construction activities are not anticipated to have effects on the local community. Re-use/disposal of the
i i ' izni -term i iy, ial on-site is antict th the landfill final |, . .
PTO‘EC[_IO“ of .Commumty During Not applicable. significant short-term Jmpa.cts on the loc.a[ conjnrnumly, material on-site is antictpated benca. clandfill final f. oA and FDDA-S. Similar to FDDA3 and FDDAA.
Remedial Action however, there may be a slight increase in vehicular  |cover system:; however, should off-sile treatment be
traffic to the site during construction activities. required, local truck/vehicular traffic may be increased
during implementation.
i i [Comparable to other alternatives; slightly reduced
Protect D . . .
Remed::]n :L‘;ﬁzrkers B applicable. exposure 7isk during implementation since soil remains fComparable 1o alicrnatives FDDA-4 and FDDA-5. Comparable to aliernatives FDDA-3 and TDDA-3. Comparable to alternatives FDDA-3 and FDDA-4,
in-place. .
. L Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated tolmpacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated (o
S . : Tmpacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated to|lmpacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated to - ) -
Environmental Impacts Not applicable. . ) be low to moderate, compared to other alicrnatives be moderate to high, compared (o aother aliernatives
Ibe moderate, compared to other alternatives evaluated. Jbe moderate, compared to other allernatives evaluated.
> - evaluated. evaluated.
Time Until Remedial Action i
RAQ's will not be achieved through this alicrnative. |30 to 134 years 24 to 89 years 36 to 103 years 23 o BS years

Objectives are Achieved
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TABLE K-2

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR THE FORMER DRUM DISPOSAL AREA REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

FDDA-1

FDDA-2

FDDA-3

FDDA-4

FDDA-5

o d

MBLEMENTABILITY -~ . ©

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Not applicable.

Comparable to other alternatives; slightly higher
difficulty in construction of the soil barrier due to the
proximity of the resource ar¢a and in-designing the
barrier due 1o the potential future use of the FDDA as a
Northern lobe stormwater management basin.

Comparable to other alternatives; slightly higher level
of disruption and difficulty constructing the
groundwater extraction systern components within or
immediately adjacent to the wetland resource areas.

Camparable 1o other allernatives; less disruption and
difficalty constructing within or immediately adjacent
to the wetland resource areas.

Comparable o allernative FDDA-3, with a slightly
higher level of disruplion due to the wetland resource
areas.

Reliability of the Technology

Not applicable.

Reduced reliability than FDDA-3 through FDDA-5
since source material remains in place.

1C0mparable 10 FDDA-4 and FDDA-5; higher

reliability than FDDA-[ and FDDA-2,

Comparable to FDDA-3 and FDDA-3: higher
reliability than FDDA-1 and FDDA-2.

Comparable to FDDA-3 and FDDA-4; higher
reliability than FDDA-1 and FDDA-2.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the
ability to implement or perform future remedial actions,

Utilizing the area as a stormwater management basin
for the Northern lobe final cover system and leaving thej
soil in piace will present difficulty in undertaking
additional remedial actions due to access restrictions.

This altemative would not limit or interfere with the
ability to implement or perform future remedial actions
same as FDDA-4 and FDDA-5.

Same as FDDA- 3 and FDDA-S.

Same as FDDA-3 and FDDA-4.

Ability to Maniter Effectiveness
of Remedy

Not applicable.

Groundwater monitoring 0 demonstrate contaminant
reduction is easily implementable. Treatment system
jeffiuent will be monitored on a routine basis 1o evaluate
the effectiveness of the reaument system and document
that discharge requiremnents arc being met. Routine
inspection of the containment barrier is easily
implementable as well.

Confirmatory soil sampling and analysis is easily
implementable to measure the effectiveness of the soil
component of this aliernative. Groundwater
monitoring 10 demonsirate contaminant reduction is
easily implementable. Treatment system effluent will
be monitored on a routing basis to evaluate the
effectiveness of the treatment system and document
that discharge requirements are being met.

Confirmatary soil sampling and analysis is easily
implementable to measure the effectivencss of the soil
component of this alternative. Groundwaler
monitoring to demonstrate contaminant reduction is
casily implementable.

Same as FDDA-3.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and

The remedial action will be designed and implemented

water or the local POTW.

Discharge of Lhe treated groundwater will be (o surface
water or the lacal POTW.

implemented (through phased approach), discharge of
the treated groundwater will be to surface water or the
local POTW.

. . . INot applicable. under coordination with appropriate Federal and State |Same as FDDA-2, FDDA-4 and FDDA-5. Same as FDDA-2, FDDA-3 and FDDA-5. Same as FDDA-2 through FDDA-4.
Coordinate with Other Agencies R
: agencies.
Facilities are available 1o treat or disposc of the
‘ Facilities are available to treat or dispose of the cxcavated material within the northeast. Howgver, it is
o . No off-site treatment, storage or disposal services excavated malerial within the northeast. However, it is Jassumed that excavated soil will be reused on-site al

Availability of off-site Treatment, . - . o . . .

. . . required for the soil component of the alternative. assumed that excavated soil will be reused on-site at ~ Jone of the landfill lobes beneath the final cover system.
Storage and Disposal Services  JNot applicable. . . . . . _ . Same as FDDA-3.
and Capacity F Drischarge of the treated groundwaier will be 10 surface Jone of the landfill tobes bencath the final cover system. |If groundwater extraction and ex-situ treatment is

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

No equipment or specialists required for this
alternative.

Equipment, materials and services for this alternative
are readily available.

Same as FDDA-2, FDDA-4 and FDDA-3.

Same as FDDA-2, FDDA-3 and FDDA-5.

Same as FDDA-2 through FDDA-4.

Availability of Technology

Not applicable since no remedial technologies will be  |Qualified engineers and contractors are available to

Same as FDDA-2, FDDA-4 and FDDA-3.

Same as FDDA-2, FDDA-3 and FDDA-3.

Same as FDDA-2 through FDDA-4.

|desi_gn___and implement this al
E ST o

used. ternative.
- - AERSES NEREEPSRIT 7 bR L~ COBTS = net progemivaiue (796 eBD years — o= . - ow e T o i =
$1,000,000
Capital Costs 30 $3,100,000 $3.400,000 $4,500,000
Annual Operation, Maintenance $4.,300,000 $4,100,000 $1,700,000 $5.300,000
and Monitoring $41,000 to to to
£5,100,000 $5,700,000 $7,700,000
Periodic Costs $43,000 $130,000 $120,000 $110,000 $130.000
47,530,000 $7,620,000 $2,810.000 $9,930,000
TOTAL $84.000 to 0 o
$8,330,000 $9.220,000 $12.330,000
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TABLE K-3
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR DOWNGRADIENT GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA | GSA-1 GSA-2
OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

Human Health Protection The potential future risks will remain and RAOs will not be | The potential future risks will be eliminated and RAOs will
achieved. be achieved.

Ecological Protection The current and potential future risks will remain and The current and potential future risks will be eliminated and
RAQs will not be achieved. RAOQs will be achieved.

' COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs -~ - : :

Chemical Specific Chermical specific ARARs will not be met for this This alternative will be designed and implemented to
alternative. comply with the chemical specific ARARs.

Location Specific Location specific ARARs do not apply for this alternative. |This alternative will be designed and implemented to

comply with applicable location-specific ARARs.
Action Specific Action specific ARARs do not apply for this alternative.  JThis alternative will be designed and implemented to

comply with applicable action-specific ARARs.
- LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE . o
Magnitude of Residual Risk Current and potential future exposure to contaminants in ~ JResidual risks will be significantly reduced.

soil will continue to pose a potential residual risk.

Adequacy and Reliability of No controls are proposed for this alternative. Alternative will provide long-term effectiveness and
Controls permanence.

. REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY AND VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT - -
Treatment Process Used and No active freatment is proposed for this alternative. Treatment of impacted soil is not anticipated; however, it
Materials Treated required, ex-silu treatment of the material will be

implemented,

Amount Destroyed or Treated  |None No treasment 15 anticipated with this aliernative; however, i

required, concentrations will be reduced to allow for reuse
and disposal on-site beneath the landfill final cover system.

Degree of Expected Reductions |No reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume through No active treatment of the excavated material is anticipated
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume Jtreatment will be achieved with this alternative. for this alternative; however, through re-use/disposal of the
through Treatment material beneath the landfill final cover system, the

toxicity, mobility and volume of impacted material in the

GSA is significantly reduced.
Degree to which Treatment is No treatment is proposed. No treatment is anticipated.

Irreversible

K-3



TABLE K-3

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR DOWNGRADIENT GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

GSA-1

GSA-2

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

Existing conditions will remain since no treatment or
removal is proposed.

No active treatment of the excavated material is anticipated
for this alternative; however, through excavation of the
impacted material, no residuals presenting exposure risks
will remain,

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

No treatment is proposed.

No active treatment of the excavated material is anticipated
for this alternative; however, through excavation of the
impacted material, the principal threats will be eliminated.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Protection of Community During
Remedial Action

Not applicable

This alternative will not have significant short-term effects
on the local community.

Protection of Workers During
Remedial Action

Not applicable

Use of appropriate engineering controls, PPE, and training
will be incorporated into the alternative design to protect
workers. :

Environmental Impacts

Not applicable

Limited environmental impacts are anticipated.

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives are Achieved

RAO's will not be achieved through this alternative.

1 to 2 years

- IMPLEMENTABILITY

B

Ability to Construct and Operate
the Technology

Not applicable

Common technique, straight forward to implement,

Reliability of the Technology

Not applicable

Reliable technology to quickly and effectively eliminate
exposure risks.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This afternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to
implement or perform future remedial actions.

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the ability to
implement or perform future remedial actions.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Not applicable

Confirmatory soil sampling and analysis is easily
implementable to measure the effectiveness of the remedy.

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

Not applicable

The remedial action will be designed and implemented
under coordination with appropriate Federal and State

agencies.
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TABLE K-3
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR DOWNGRADIENT GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA GSA-1 GSA-2
Availability of off-site Not applicable Excavated soil can be reused/disposed of on-site at one of
Treatment, Storage and Disposal the landfill lobes beneath the final cover system.

Services and Capacity

Availability of Necessary No equipment or specialists required for this alternative.  |Equipment, materials and services for this alternative are
LEquipment and Specialists readily available.
Availability of Technology Not applicable Qualified engineers and contractors are readily available to

design and implement this alternative.
COSTS - not present value (7%) - 30 years

Capital Costs 30 $184,000
Annual Operation, Maintenance $40,000 $0
and Monitoring

Periodic Costs $10,000 $16,000
TOTAL $50,000 $200,000
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TABLE K-4

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR DOWNGRADIENT GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DGGW-1

DGGW-2

DGGW-3

DGGW-4

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

B

m"a!x

Human Health Protection

The potential future risk of potable groundwater use
will remain and RAOs will not be achieved.

Until the RAOs are achieved, institutional controls will
be in place to prevent groundwater use/exposure,

Until the RAQOs are achieved, institutional controls will
be in place o prevent groundwater use/exposure,

Until the RAQs are achieved, institutional controls will
be in place to prevent groundwater use/exposure,

controiling human risks. controlling human risks. controlling human risks.
cologlcal Protectlon Not appllcable . Not apphcablc o Not applicable Not applicable
o LT e : ’ COMPLI'ANMTH ARARs - ﬁff} T

Chermical Specafc

Chemnca] spec1ﬁc ARARs w1ll not be met.

This alternative will meet the RAQs g

d therefore
comply with the chemical specific ARARs.

This alternative will meet the RAQs and therefore
comply with the chemical specific ARARs.

This alternative will meet the RAOs and therefore
comply with the chemical specific ARARs.

Location Specific

Location specific ARARs do not apply for this
alternative.

This alternative can be designed and 1mp]emented o
comply with applicable location specl‘ﬁc ARARs; this
alternative requires the least amount of disruption to
the resource areas and ecological real{ors during
implementation.

This alternative can be designed and implemented to
comply with apphcable location specific ARARS; this
alternative requires a mederate to high level of
disruption to the resource areas and ecological
receptors during construction.

This alternative can be designed and implemented to
comply with applicable location specific ARARs; this
alternative requires the highest level of disruption o
the resource areas and ecological receptors during
construction.

Action Specific

Action specific ARARs do not apply for this

alternative.

This alternative can be |mplementf:cl o comply with
applicable action-specific ARARs.

This alternative can be implemented to comply with
applicable action-specific ARARs.

This alternative can he implemented to comply with
applicable action-specific ARARs.

LONG-TERM EFFECTIV@‘ S5 AND PERMANENCE

A e

Magnitude of Residual Risk

Potential future exposure to contaminants in
groundwater will continue to pose a residual risk.

irisk is low.

Until the achievement of site RAOs, implementation of]
institutional controls will reduce potential use and
exposure to impacted groundwater; theérefore residual

Comparable to DGGW-2 and DGGW 4.

Comparable to DGGW-2 and DGGW-3.

Adequacy and Reliability of
Controls

No controls are proposed.

Institutional controls should effectively limit human
exposure to impacted groundwater until RAQOs are
achieved. Monitoring of groundwater will be required
1to measure the reliability of the alternative.

Institutional controls should effectively limit human
exposure to impacted groundwater until RAQOs are
achieved. Monitoring of the extraction system's
effectiveness will be required to measure the reliability
of the alternative. Extraction and treatment system
components will require maintenance, upkeep and
potentially reptacement overtime to ensure reliability
over time.

Same as DGGW.-3.

S REDUCTHON-OETOXICITY MOBILﬂi\ND VOEUMETHROUGHIREATMENT-

{"_—:’E:‘"é', Lo

Treatment Process Used and
Materials Treated

No active treatment is proposed for this alternatwe

Natural attenuation processes with or without
enhancements, including biodegradatff)n, dispersion,
dilution, adsorption, volatilization and/or chemical and
biological stabilization or destruction of contaminants,
will address impacted groundwater.

A combination of ex-situ technologies such as air
stripping, advanced oxidation processes and/or metals
treatment, in addition to one or more pretreatment
steps will treat impacted groundwater (to be
determined during remedial design phase).

Same as DGGW-3.

Amount Destroyed or Treated

No active treatment is proposed for this alternative.

Natural attenuation processes are anticipated to reduce
contaminants over time.

An estimated 73 gpm of groundwater will be treated
through the treatment system.

Comparable to DGGW-3 {except at estimated 140
apm}.

Degree of Expected Reductions
in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume
through Treatment

No reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume through
treatment will be achieved with this alternative.

The degree that this alternative will reduce the toxicity,|
mobility, and volume of COCs through natural
attenuation is moderate compared to other alternatives.

Provides a high degree of reduction in toxicity and
mobility and moderate degree in volume reduction.

Provides a high level of reduction in toxicity, mobility
or volume through treatment.

Degree to which Treatment is
Irreversibie

No active treatment is proposed.

Natural degradation processes with or without

Ex-situ groundwater treatment will be permanent.

enhancements will be permanent.

Ex-situ groundwater treatment will be permanent.




TABLE K-4

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR DOWNGRADIENT GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DGGW-1

DGGW-2

DGGW-3

DGGW-4

Type and Quantity of Residuals
Remaining after Treatment

No active treatment is proposed.

No ex-situ residuals.

Low to moderate volume of treatment residuals (e.g.,
sludge from metals treatment) anticipated to be
generated, requiring off-site disposal.

Moderate to high volume of treatment residuals (e.g.,
studge from metals treatment) anticipated to be
generated, requiring off-site disposal.

Degree to Which Treatment
Reduces Principal Threats

No active treatment is proposed.

Upon achieving RAOs, the potential [:mman risks to
downgradient groundwater will be elgninaled.

Upon treatment of contaminants in groundwater, the
potential human risks to downgradient groundwater

Upon treatment of contaminants in groundwater, the
potential human risks to downgradient groundwater

i

£ SR S
EXE -t""- ALY T

H
SHORT-TERMIEFFEGTIVENESS

will bc ellmmatcd

will be eliminated.

Pmtechon of Commumty During
Remedial Action

Not apphcable since no remedlal actions are mcluded
in this alternative.

No impacts to the community are antlc. ated for this
alternative. H
i

No significant short term lmpacts to the local
community are anticipated for this alternative;
however, there may be a slight increase in vehicular
traffic to the site during construction activities.

Similar to DGGW-3.

to be limited during activities.

to be moederate to high during construction activities
due to the location of the extraction wells within the
resource area.

Protection of Workers During  [Not applicable. Work will be performed in accordance with applicable |Similar to DGGW-2 and DGGW-4 Similar to DGGW-2 and DGGW-3.
Remedial Action OSHA standards. Site-specific health and safety
plan{s) will be developed to protect site workers.
Environmental Impacts Not applicable. Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated [Impacts to the wetland resource areas are anticipated |Impacts to the wetland resource areas is anticipated to

be high during construction activities dug to the
location of the extraction wells within the resource
areq.

Time Until Remedial Action
Objectives areAchmvcd _

'ﬂi“ i 3
Ablllty lo Construct and Operale
the Technology

Not apphcab]e —

RAOs will not be achieved through this alternative.

With Source Control - 67 to 79 years
Without Source Conl.rol - 81 to 98

No construction activities are planned for this
alternative other than installation of additional
monitoring wells; monitoring activities are easily
implementable. If enhancements are deemed

necessary, they will also be moderately implementable.

With Source Control - 57 to 68 years
Without Source Control - 70 to 86 vears

With Source Control - 40 to 49 years
Wlthout Source Control - 53 to 66 years

Construction in wetland resource areas will have
moderate implementability.

Extmswe construction in wel[and fesource areas may
be difficult to implement.

Reliability of the Technology

Not applicable.

Site characterization data indicate that natural
attenuation processes are effectively and reliably
degrading contaminants,

Groundwalter extraction is a demonstrated and reliable
method for capturing and collecting impacted
groundwater. In addition, the ex-situ treatment
components are effective in treating groundwater to
the remedtal goals.

Similar to DGGW-3.

Ease of Undertaking Additional
Remedial Actions, if necessary

This alternative will not limit or interfere with the
ability to impiement or perform future remedial
actions.

Similar to other DGGW alternatives evaluated.

Similar to other DGGW alternatives evaluated.

Similar to other DGGW alternatives evaluated.

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness
of Remedy

Not applicable.

Groundwater sampling and analysis to ¢valuate
contaminant levels is easily implementuble.

Groundwater monitoring to demonstrate hydraulic
containment and to determine contaminant levels is
easily implementable. Trcatment system effluent will
be monitored on a routine basis to evaluate the
cffectiveness of the treatment system and document
that discharge requirements are being met.

Same as DGGW-3,




TABLE K-4

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS FOR DOWNGRADIENT GROUNDWATER REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site - Tewksbury, MA

EVALUATION CRITERIA

DGGW-1

DGGW-2

DGGW-3

DGGW-4

Ability to Obtain Approvals and
Coordinate with Other Agencies

Not applicable since no remedial actions are included
in this alternative; therefore, no approvals or
coordination required.

The remedial action will be designed and implemented

Junder coordination with appropriate Federal and State

agencies.

Similar to DGGW-2 and DGGW-4.

Sinilar to DGGW-2 and DGGW-3.

Availability of off-site
Treatment, Storage and Disposal
Services and Capacity

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Discharge of the treated groundwater will be 1o surface
water or the local POTW.

Discharge of the reated groundwater will be ro surface
walter or the Jocal POTW,

Availability of Necessary
Equipment and Specialists

No equipment or specialists required for this
alternative.

Equipment, materials and services for this alternative
are readily available.

Similar to DGGW-2 and DGGW-4,

Similar to DGGW-2 and DGGW-3.

Availability of Technology

Not applicable since no remedial technologies will be
used.

Qualified engineers and contractors are available to

Similar to DGGW-2 and DGGW-4.

Simitar to DGGW-2 and DGGW-3.

3design and implement this alternative.

RN el Selede daeled - - 2 i ~ - COSTS - net preseftvalue (7%) - 30 years ' i

Capital Costs $0 $230,000 $2.900,000 $4,500.000
. . $6,800,000 $6,500,000

fn[llnuMa{]jgie;:t;on, Maintenance $41,000 $1,400,000 to ©
i $9,800,000 $12,200,000

Periodic Costs $43,000 £120,000 $130,000 $130.000

$9,830,000 $11,130,000

TOTAL $84,0600 $1,750,000 to to
' $12,830,000 $16,830,000

DGGW-3 and DGGW-4 Q&M cost range incorporates: 30 years of system operation with 30 years of groundwaler monitoring - low: discharge to surface water, high: discharge to




Table L-1: Groundwater Cleanup Levels - Residential Scenario

Carcinogenlic Chemical of

Cancer Classification Clsanup Level Basls RME Rlsk
Concern
_(ugh)
1.1,2-Trichloroethare C 5 MCL IE-Q5
1,2.Dichloroathane B2 5 MCL 4E-05
1.2-Dichloropropana N/A & MEL BE-06
1,4-Dichlorvbenzens WA % MCL 5E-05
1.4-Dicxane B2 4 risk 1E-06
Acrylonitriia 81 005 risk 1E-06
Banzens A 5 MCL 2E-05
Carbon Tatrachlonide 82 5 MCL IE-05
Chlorofomm 82 B0 MCL 6E-04
Melhylene chioride 82 5 MCL 1E-06
Telrachiorosthens 81 5 MCL 7E-06
Tnchioroethene NiA & MCL 4E-05
vinyl Chigrida A 2 MCL SE-05
alpha-BHC B2 0.008 rigk 1E-06
Arocior-1254 82 0.5 MCL JE-06
big{2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate B2 -3 MCL JIE-06
N-Nitrasodi-n-butylamine 82 0.003 risk 1E-06
“Nrosapyroliding B2 0.03 risk 1E-05
o-Toluiding NIA 0.2 Hek 8E-07
Arsenic A 10 MCL 2€-04
Non-Careinogenic Chemical Target Endpoint Cleanup Level Basls RME Hazard Quotient
of Concern .
{ug/L)
1,1,1-Trichloroeihana” Liver 200 MCL 8E-02
1,1-Dichloroethane CNS 360 HQ 1€+00
1, 1-Dichloroethene T Livar i MCL 5E-02
1,2-Dichloroeinane (total) Liver 100 MCL JE+DD
1.4-Dioxane Liver 4 risk JIE-03
2-Butanona Davalopmantal 4000 Haalth Advisary 7E-01
4-Methyl-2-pentanone Liver; Kidnay BOO HQ 1E+00
Acetone Kicney 5800 HOQ 1E+00
Acrylonitrile Reproductive 0.05 risk 1E-02
Benzene Sysiam ) MCL 3E-01
Carbon fetrachloride Liver 5 MCL AE+00
¢ig-1.2-Dichlorathana Blood 10 MCL 2E+00
Elhy! methacrylate Kidnay 260 HG 1E+00
Ethylbanzena Liver: Kidnay 700 MCL 2E+00
Methylane chioride Livar 5 MCL 9E-03
n-Propylbanzena N7A 52 HQ 1E+00
Styrana ' Blood; Liver 100 MCL 2E-01°
Totrahydrofuran NI 227 HQ 1E+00
Toluana Kidnay 1000 MCL Z2E+D0
Viryl chlonde Livar 2 MCL SE-02
Xylenas {total) General Toxicity £0000 MCL 1E+02
2-Methyiphenal General Toxcty; CNS 540 HGQ 1E+00
3-/4-Mathylphenol Genaral Toxicity; CNS 470 HQ 1E+00
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phihalate Liver [ MGL SE-02
Naphlhalane Ganeral Toxicily 100 Health Advisory JE+D1
Phenol Developmentat 2000 Haalh Advisory BE-01
Pyndine Livar ] HG 1E+00
Arogier-1254 Immune system 0.5 MCL 2E+00
Antimany Goneral Toxicity L] MCL 1E+00
Arsenic Skin 10 MCL AE+D0
Beryllium Gastrointesiinal System L) MCL 3E-01
Cagmium Kidnay § MCL SE-01
Chromium Gastrointesiinal System 103 MCL 2E+01
Lead CNS 15 MCL NA
Mangansese CNS 3N Haalth Advisory 6E-01
Salenum Liver 50 MCL TE-O1
Silver Skin 100 Heahh Advisory 2E+D0
Thalliurn Biced 2 MCL 2E+0GG
Zinc Blood 203a Haalth Advisory 5E-01

Key

Health Advisory - Litetime Haallh Advisory presented in EPA-B22-R-04-005; Winter 2004

MCL - Maximum Contaminani Lavel
HQ - Hazard Quotieni
MA - Noi gpplicabla

(1) This contaminant did nol excesd a hazard qucilent of 1 during calculatians. Howaver, the maximum datactad

Bstablished a3 the MCL

MCLs. Tharsfore, the clsanup level has been

Page 10f1
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Table L-2: Soil Cleanup Levels for the Protection of Residential Direct Cantact Exposures

Group 4, Upland Soil

Carcinogenic Chemical of

Cancer Classification Cleanup Level Basis RME Risk
Concemn
{mg/kg)
Benzoia)anthracene NiA 44 risk 1E-05
Benzo{a)pyrene B2 0.44 nsk 1E-05
Berzo(b)fluoranihane B2 4.4 risk 1E-05
Bsenze(k)flucranthene B2 a4 risk 1E-05
Dibanz(a,hjanthracene B2 0.44 nsk 1E-05
Irclenol1.2 3-cd)pyrene B2 44 risk. 1E-05
Sum of Carcinogenic Risk: 6E-05

Key

Page 1 0f1
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Table L-3: Soil Cleanup Levels for the Protection of Ecological Receptors

Habitat Exposure CocC Protective Units Basis Assessment
Type/Name Medium Level Endpoint
Former Drum Disposal Soil 1,2 4-Trimethylbenzene 11 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL - Sustainability (survival, growth,
Area 1.3 5-Trimethylbenzene 1.1 makg Site-Specific NOAEL _ |reProduction) of local populations of
bis(2-Ethyihexyfjphthalate 23 mg/kg HQ =01 carnivorous wildsfe {robiny
- survival and growth of invertebrtates
Di-n-octylphthalate 01 ma/kg HQ=0.1 - abundance and diversity of plants
Ethylbenzens 1.1 my/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Naphthalene 1 myg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Toluene 11 ma/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Xylenes (lotal) 11 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Garage and Storage Area Soil Di-n-octyiphthalate 04 mg/kg HQ = 0.1 - Sustainability (survival, growth,
. Lead &5 markg HQ = 0.1 lreprc_»duction) gf l_ocal pqpulaﬁons of
carnivorous wildlife {robin)
- survival and growth of invertebriates
Zinc 180 mg/kg Site-Specific LOAEL
Notes:
HQ - Hazard Quotient
NOAEL - No Observable Adverse Effect Level
COC - Chemical of Concem
LOAEL - Lowest Observable Adverse Effect Level
Page 1 of 1 Section L Tables-Eco-081607.x!s [L-5]




Table L-4: Surface Water Cleanup Levels for the Protection of Ecological Receptors

Habitat Exposure cocC Protective Units Basis Assessment
Type/Name Medium Level Endpoint
Upper Sutton Brock - Site | Surface Water 4.4.DDT 0.001 ug/L NRWQC - Survival and growth of potential fish
Channel Ethylbenzene 7.3 ug/L Site-Specific NOAEL  [and invertebrate communities
Toluene 9.8 ug/L Site-Specific NOAEL
Xylenes (total} 13 ugfL Site-Specific NOAEL

[Notes:

INOAEL - No Qbservable Adverse Effect Level
COC - Chemical of Concern
NRWQC - National Recommended Water Quality Criterion

Page 1 of 1 Section L Tables-Eco-081607 xls [L-4]



Table L-5: Sediment Cleanup Levels for the Protection of Ecological Receptors
Habitat Exposure coc Protective Units Basis Assessment
Type/Name Medium Level Endpoint
Upper Sution Brook - Site Sediment 1.2 4-Trimethylbenzene 1.3 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL - Survival and growth of local
Channel 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene 1.2 marka Site-Specific NOAEL  |populations of benthic invertebrates
2-Methyiphenol 01 mgfkg Site-Specific NOAEL
3-/4-Methylphenol 0.6 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
4-Methyl-2-pentanone 0.04 mglkg Site-Specific NOAEL
Acetone 0.07 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Carbon Disuifide 0.001 ma/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Chloroethane 0.03 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Ethylbenzene 0.08 mg/kg Site-Speciftc NOAEL
Toluene 0.06 mglkg Site-Specific NOAEL
Xylenes (total) 0.13 mg/kg Site-Specific NOAEL
Notes:
NOAEL - No Observable Adverse Effect Level
COC - Chemical of Concemn

Page 1 of 1 Section L Tables-Eco-081607 .xIs [L-3]



TABLE M-1
ALTERNATIVE LF-2b

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sufton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Lz Media - sl asnids s Tk i ulrement -5 i ] ST
Federal Regulatory Requirements
MCLs were used in determining groundwater preliminary
MCLs are enforceable standards that reguiate the remedigtion goals (PRGs;) for site m'?tami"ams where such
concentration of specific arganic and inarganic contaminants contaminant levels have been established. Under the LF-2b
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act that have been determined to adversely affect human health component of the selected remedy, the groundwater approachi
(SDWA) Maximum Cantaminant Levels Relevant and appropriate | L N {MNA for the northern lobe; and partial containment with a
(MCLs) (40 CFR Part 141) in public drinking water supplies. MCLs are relevantand | o .., vorrier ang groundwater extraction and treatment for
appropriate for the groundwater at the Site because the . :
aquifer is a potential saurce of drinking water. the sou_thern lobe) will aver t"."e prevent grounc_iwater
exceeding MCLs from migrating beyond the point of
compliarnce (edge of the waste management area).
RfDs were used to assess health risks due to exposure to non.
carcinegenic chemicals in groundwater, and to develop of
‘ acceptable groundwater PRG concentrations. Under the LF-
RfDs are dose levels devefoped by EPA for use in estimating |2b component of the selected remedy, the groundwater
EPA Risk Reference Dases {RfDs) To be considered the non-carcinogenic risk resulting from exposure to toxic approach {MNA for the northern lobe; and partial containment
substances. with a vertical barrier and groundwater extraction and
treatment for the southem lobe) will over time prevent
graundwater exceeding PRGs from migrating beyond the
point of compliance (edge of the waste management area}.
CSFs were used to compute the individual cancer risk
Groundwater CSFs are developed by EPA for health effects assessments resulting from exposure to contaminants and in the .
. o evaluation by the Human Health Assessment Groug. fi‘;ﬂ?f:; T; g:g:;f::;?gﬁﬁ:ﬁ:ﬂ?e:er;?r:xmns'
EFPA Human Health Assessment Cancer To be considered These values present the most up-to-date cancer risk potency groundwater approach (MNA far the northern lobe; and partial

Slope Factors (CSFs)

information and are used to compute the individual
incremental cancer risk resulting from exposure to
carcinogens.

containment with a vertical barrier and groundwater exiraction
and treatment for the southern lobe) will over ime prevent
groundwater exceeding PRGs from migrating beyond the
point of compliance (edge of the waste management area).

Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk
Assessment (EPA/G30/P-03/C01F,
March 2005)

To be considered

Guidance values were used to evaluate the potential
carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to contaminants.

Cancer risks identified will be addressed by the LF-2b
compaonent of the selected remedy.

Supplemental Guidance for Assessing
Susceptibility from Early-Life Exposure
ta Carcinogens (EPA/G30/R-03/003F,
March 2005)

To be considered

Guidance values were used to evaluate the potential
carcinogenic hazard to children caused by exposure 1o
contaminants.

Child cancer risks identified will be addressed by the LF-2b
camponent of the selected remedy.

EPA Office of Water, Drinking Water
Health Advisories EPA 822-R-06-013

To be considered

Health Advisories (HAs) are estimates of acceptable drinking
water levels for chemical substances based on health affects
information; an HA is not a legally enforceable Federal
standard, but serves as technical guidance to assist federat,
state and local officials. HAs were used if constituents did rnot
have promulgated MCLs.

HAs were used fo develop acceptable groundwater PRG
concentrations. Under the LF-2b component of the selected
remedy, the groundwater appreach (MNA far the northem
J'obe; and partial containment with a vertical bartier and
groundwater extraction and treatment for the southern lobe)
will over time prevent groundwater exceeding PRGs from
migrating beyond the point of compliance (edge of the waste
management area).

Sutton Brook Disposal Area SF Site
Tewksbury, Massachusetls
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TABLE M-1
ALTERNATIVE LF-2b

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachuseits

State Regula

ptrulranion
tory Requirements

Massachusetts Groundwater Quality
Standards (314 CMR 6.00)

Applicable

These standards consist of ground water classifications,

{which designate and assign the uses for which the various

ground waters of the Commoenwealth shall be maintained and
protected; water quality criteria necessary to sustain the
designated uses; and regulations necessary 10 achieve the
designated uses or maintain the existing ground water quality.
The GWQSs set numeric limits for certain contaminants as
weil as a pH range. They were used when they were more
stringent than Federal MCLs.

Groundwater beneath the Site is mapped in a potentiaily
preductive aquifer with the potential for potable water use.
Under the LF-2b compenent of the selected remedy, the
groundwater approach {MNA for the northem lobe; and partial
cantainment with a vertical barrier and groundwater extraction
and treatment for the southem lobe) will over time prevent
groundwater exceeding PRGs from migrating beyona the
point of compliance {edge of the waste management area).

Groundwater

c
{Cont'd) |\ assachusetis Drinking Water

Standards (310 CMR 22.00)

Relevant and appropriate

These standards establish Massachusetts MCLs for organic
and inorganic contaminants that have been determined to
adversely affect human health in public drinking water
systems, The aquifer on-site is not a public water system, but
these requirements are R&A because the aguifer has the
potential 1o be used as a source of drinking water. These
requirements were used when they were more stringent than
Federal MCLs.

Under the LF-2b component of the selected remedy, the
groundwater approach (MNA for the northem lobe; and partial
containmen with a vertical barrier and groundwater extraction
and treatment for the southern lobe) will over time prevent
groundwater exceeding PRGs from migrating beyond the
point of compliance {edge of the waste management area).

Massachusetts DEP Office of Research
and Standards Guidelines (ORSGs)

To be considered

The Massachusets DEP Office of Research and Standards
issues guidance for chemicals cther than those with
Massachusetts MCLs in drinking water. ORSGs are
concentration of chemicals in drinking water, at or below
which, adverse health effects are unlikely to occur after
chronic {lifetime) expasure. These guidance values were

used when constituents did not have promulgated MCLS.

Under the LF-2b companent of the selected remedy, the
groundwater approach (MNA for the norhem lobe; and pactial
containment with a vertical barier and groundwater extraction
and treatment for the southern lobe) will over fime prevent
groundwater exceeding PRGs from migrating beyond the
point of compliance (edge of \he wasie management area).

Sutton Brook Disposal Area SF Site
Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Page 2 of 2
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TABLE M-2
ALTERNATIVE LF-2b

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Waste

o, SR T e TR T

Federal Regulatory Reguirements

RCRA Subfitle C - Hazardous Waste
identification and Listing Regulations {40 CFR
Parts 260-262 and 40 CFR 264.13)

Applicable

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. These regulations include rules to identity hazardous
waste and a requirement to obtain a detailed chemical and
physical analysis of a representative sample of any hazardous
wasties prior to treatment, storage, or disposal.

Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
landfill, this requirement was determined to be applicable. Any
media generated as part of monioring activities and
groundwater extraction and treatment will be tested for
hazardous waste characteristics. If determined to be
hazardous waste, then they will be stored, transported, or
disposed of in accordance with 40 CFR Part 264.

RCRA Subtitte C - Closure and Post-Closure
(40 CFR Subpart G, 264.111 and 264.117)

Applicable

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. 40 CFR 264.111 identifies standards for closures of
hazardous wastes facilities; 40 CFR 117 identifies past-closure
standards for maintenance of facilities.

Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
wasles were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
{andfill, this requirement was determined to be applicable. The;
LF-2b component of the selected remedy will be designed and
implemented to comply with this ARAR.

RCRA Subtitle C - Landfills (40 CFR Subpart
N, 264.310)

Applicable

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopled by
the State. These regulations establish the minimum requirements
for final covers of hazardous waste landfills,

Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
landfill, this requirement was determined to be applicable. The
|LF-2b compenent of the selected remedy will be designed and
implemented to comply with this ARAR.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart |, Use and
Management of Cantainers

Applicable if a container is
used in the remedial
action

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adapted by
the State. This regulation establishes requirements for the storage
of containers of hazardous waste.

For the groundwater portion of the LF-2b component of the
selected remedy, because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic)
hazardous wastes were disposed of at the Site during the
operation of the landfill, which included disposal after 1980, if
a container is used to store hazardous waste, then LF-2b will
be implemented to comply with this ARAR.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart J, Tank Systems

Applicable if a tank system
is used in the remedial
action

|Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. This regulation establishes requirements for the use of
tank systems for storing or treating hazardous waste.

For the groundwater partion of the LF-2b companent of the
selected remedy, because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic)
harzardous wastes were disposed of at the Site during the
operation of the landfill, which included disposal after 1980, if
a tank system is used to store hazardous waste, then LF-2b
will be implemented to comply with this ARAR.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart L, Waste Piles

Applicable if a waste pile
is used in the remedial
action

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. This regulation establishes requirements for the use of
piles for storing or treating hazardous waste.

Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
landfill, which included disposal after 1980, if a pile is used to
store hazardous waste {potentially such as the excavated
sediments prior 10 consalidation inta the landfill lobes), then
the LF-2b component of the selected remedy will be
implemented to comply with this ARAR,

RCRA 40 CFR 284 Subpart X, Miscellaneous
Units

Applicable if a
miscellaneous unit is used
in the remedial action

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. This regulation establishes requirements for the use of
miscellaneous units for treating, storing, or disposing of hazardous
waste.

|Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
landfill, which included disposal after 1980, if a miscellaneous
unit is used to store hazardous waste, then the LF-2b
component of the selected remedy will be implemented to
comply with this ARAR.

Suttan Brook Disposat Area SF Site
Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart AA, Air Emission
Standards for Process Vents .

TABLE M-2
ALTERNATIVE LF-2b

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Applicable if a process

vent is used and if
thresholds are met

S SUMmmary of RequIrement L ireti: st ] - i - ACUONS 10 o Taken o AL

This reguiation establishes air emission standards for process
vents, closed-vent systems, and control devices at hazardous
waste facilities.

pgutrensant 7o
Far the groundwater portion of the LF-2b companent of the
selected remedy, if a process vent is used in the remedial

{action and if applicable thresholds are met, then air emission

canfrols will be implemented during groundwater treatment to
comply with this regulation.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart BB, Air Emission
Standards for Equipment Leaks

Applicable if equipment
covered by this standard
is used and if thresholds

are met

This reguiation contains air pallutant emission standards for
squipment lzaks at hazardous waste TSD facilities. This subpart
applies to equipment that contains or contacts hazardous wastes
with organic concentrations of at least 10 percent by weight.

For the groundwater porticn of the LF-2b component of the
selected remedy, if equipment covered by this standard is
used in the remedial action and handles hazardous wastes at
concentrations that meet this rule's threshold, then a leak
detection and repair program will be implemented during
groundwater treatment to comply with this regulation.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart CC, Air Emission
Standards for Tanks, Surface Impoundments
and Containers

Applicable if a tank or
container is used and if

thrasholds are met

This regulation establishes air amission standards for facilities that
treat, store, or dispose hazardous wastes in 1anks, surface
impoundmentis, or containers.

Any media generated as part of monitoring activities and
groundwater treatmeant will be tested for hazardous waste
characteristics. If determined to be hazardous waste, then
they will be stored, fransporied, or disposed of in accordance
with 40 CFR Part 264. If a {ank or container is used in the
remedial action and if applicable thresholds are met, then air
emission controls will be implemented during groundwater
treatmeant to comply with this regulation.

Waste (cont'd) RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart DO, Containment

Buildings

Applicable if a building is
used 1o house treatment

equipment

This regulation contains design, operating, closure and post-
closure standards and requirements for the storage and treatment
of hazardous waste in containment buildings.

For the groundwater portion of the LF-2b companent of the
selected remedy, if a building is used to house treatment
equipment, then the design, operation, closure, and post-
clasure of the treatment building for LF-2b will comply with this
regulation.

Technical Memwarandum RE: Revised
Altemative Cap Design Guidance Proposed for]
Unlined, Hazardous Waste Landfills in EFA
Region 1 (February 5, 2001).

To be considered

This memo presents an alternative cover design for hazardous
waste landfills capped under CERCLA within Region 1.

This TBC will be considered in the design of the final caver forl
the landfill lobes in meeting the RCRA Subtitle C hazardous
waste landfill final cover requirements.

Presumptive Remedy for CERCLA Municipal
JLandfill Sites {OSWER Directive No. 8355.0-
49F)

Ta be considered

This guidance cutlines a streamlined approach to the scoping
(planning) stages of the RIFFS in the process of closing municipal
landfills under CERCLA, with containment as the presumptive
remedy. This directive also provides guidance regarding the
appropriate level of detail appropriate for risk assessment of
source areas and characterization of hot spots.

This guidance was followed in the development of the RIFS,
and the LF-2b compoenent of the selected remedy will be
designed and implemanted to comply with this requirement.

State Regulatory Requirements

Massachusetts Hazardous Waste
Management Standards (310 CMR 30.500)

Applicable

These rules are used to identify, manage, and dispose of
Fhazardous waste. Closure and post-closure standards are spelled
out.

The LF-2b component of the selected remedy will meet all
closure/post-closure standards. Any media generated as part
of monitoring astivities and groundwater remedial action will
be tested for hazardous waste characteristics. If determined
to be hazardous waste, then they will be stored, transported,
or disposed of in accordance with these rules.

Sutton Brook Dispasal Area SF Sita
Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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Massachusetts Technical Standards for
Hazardous Waste Fagilities (310 CMR 30.600,
310 CMR 30.633, 310 CMR 30.640, 310 CMR

Waste (cont'd) |30.660, 310 CMR 30.680, 310 CMR 30.690)

TABLE M-2
ALTERNATIVE LF-2b

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Applicable

2 RS

733 [7

510 be Ta N RogqDirement 25 -

g

These rules set standards for the design, performance, operation,
maintenance, and monitoring of hazardous waste facilities. For
hazardous waste landfills, these rules establishes performance
standards for low permeability covers, post-closure care, and
groundwater monitoring. These rules also prescribe requirements
far the use of containers and tanks to treat or store hazardous
waste.

The final tandfill cover, post-closure care, and groundwater
menitering can be designed and implemented o comply with
this ARAR. For the groundwater portion of the LF-2b
compoanent of the selected remedy, if containers or tank
systems are used to store or treat hazardous waste, then LF-
2b will be implemented to comply with this ARAR. Also, if piles]
are used to store hazardous waste (potentially such as the
excavated sediments prior fo consalidation into one of the
landftll Iobes)}, then LF-2b will be implemented to comply with
this ARAR.

MassDEP Landfill Technical Guidance,
revised, May 1997

To be considered

This technical guidance outlines the closure process and design
requirements for unlined landfills in Massachusatts.

This guidance was used in the remedial alternative evaluation
and will be used during the landfill closure process.

Federal Regulatory Requirements

Clean Water Act Section 402 Nationat
Pollutant Bischarge Elimination System
{NPDES) (40 CFR Part 122-125 and 131)

Applicabie

This act and regulations establish discharge limitations, monitoring
requirements, and best management practices. Point-source
discharges of effiuent o surface water must comply with NPDES
requirements (e.g., federal and state ambient water quality criteria
{AWQC)).

On-site discharges to surface waters, including Sutton Brook
and adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive discharge
standards. These discharge limitations shall also be used to
develop monitoring standards for surface waters.

Clean Water Act (CWA) Ambient Water Quality
Criteria {(AWQC) (32 USC 1251 et seq.) (40
CFR 122.44)

Relevant and appropriate

Federal AWQCGC are recommended (non-enforceable) criteria
Iprotection of ecological and human health for appraximately 160
contaminants. AWQC are used in establishing State water quality
standards.

published by EPA and provided to the States. AWQC are listed for

If treated groundwater is discharged to surface water, it will be
treated as needed to comply with State water quality
standards based on AWQUC. Surface water monitoring will be
performed. These standards will be used o help assess the
effectiveness of the groundwater treatment.

Clean Water Act {(CWA) Pretreatment
Regulations for Discharges to a POTW (40
CFR Part 403

Applicable if treated
groundwater is discharged|
to the POTW

These regulations prohibit the introduction of pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works (POTW) and has pretreatment
requirements for sources to a POTW

If treated groundwater is discharged to the local POTW, it will
be traated as need to comply with these pretreatment
requirements.

State Regulatory Requirements

Surface Water

Mass. Clean Waters Act - MassDEP Surface
Water Discharge Permit Program (314 CMR
3.00; MGL c. 21 Seclions 26-53)

Applicable

This act and program estahlish the requirements intended to
maintain the quality of surface waters by controlling the direct
discharge of pollutants to surface waters. Direct discharge of
wastewater to surface waters must meet effluent discharge limits
established by this program.

Any an-site discharges to surface waters, including Sutton
Brook and adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive
discharge standards. These discharge limitations shall also
be used ta develop monitoring standards for surface waters.

Massachusetts Surface Water Quality
Standards (314 CMR 4.00)

Applicable

The Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards designate
the most sensitive uses for which the various waters of the
Commenwealth shall be enhanced, maintained and protected;
which prescribe the minimum water quality criteria required to
sustain the designated uses. and which contain regulations
necessary to achieve the designated uses and maintain existing
water quality including, where appropriate, the prohibition of
discharges. These regulations limit or prohibit discharges of

standards of the receiving waters are protected and maintained or
attained.

pollutants ta surface waters to ensure that the surface watar quality

Any on-site discharges to surface waters, including Sutton
{Brook and adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive
discharge standards. These discharge limitations shall also
be used to develop monitoring standards for surface waters.

Sutton Brock Disposal Area SF Site
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MassDEP Surface Water Discharge Permit

TABLE M-2
ALTERNATIVE LF-2b

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewkshury, Massachusetts

—an

of ReqUIrBment: . .50 Ak

These regulations are intended to protect surface water bodies in
the Commonwealtth by regulating the discharge into them. Direct

Any on-site discharges to surface waters, including Sutton
Brook and adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive

Applicabi . .
Program (314 CMR 3.00) pplicable discharges of wastewater 0 surface waters must meet effluent discharge standards. These discharge limitations shall also
discharge limits established by this program. be used to develop monitoring standards for surface waters.
Surface Water |Massachusetts Prefreatment Standards for These regulations prohibit the introduction of poliutants into a If treated groundwater is discharged 10 the local POTW, it will
{Cont’d) Discharges to Wastewater Treatment Works Applicable publicly owned treatment works {(POTW) and has pretreatment be treated as need to comply with these preireatment
(314 CMR 12.00) requirements for sources to a POTW requirements.
The goal of the policy is 10 improve water quality and address
. . water quantity problemns within Massachusetts through the The LF-2b compoenent of the selected remedy will be designed
MassDEP Stormwater Management Policy To be considered implementation of performance standards for stormwater and implemented to comply with this requirement.
_ managemeni.
Federal Regulatory Requirements
| _ applcabi fo hazardous waste faciies, Incding speciying the [T LF-20 compenentof th selected remedy wil be
RCRA Sublitle C - Refeases from Solid Waste ; - ) : : implemented to comply with these requirements. EPA has
. p . |point of compliance at which the groundwater protection standards ) 4 h )
Management Units {40 CFR Subpart F, Applicable ) [ determined that the point of compliance at which the
apply and at which monitoring must be conducted, as well as ; ;
264.95 and 264.96(a) and ()} L " = . ] groundwater protection standands apply Is the edge of the
specifying the compliance period during which the groundwater waste management unit (the landfilt lobes)
protection standard applies. 9 .
If the performance of the LF-2b camponent of the selected
These regulations provide regulatory compliance standards for ’E;g‘:n‘fj"wf'tife; ‘;::zrgm:gzrgez"";g" 'gf;;ea;f:er vetorn
Underground Injection (40 CFR Part 144) Relevant and appropriate Jtreatment facilities that inject wastes underground. The use at g ) on gafiery | Y ¥
wells to dispose of hazardous waste is prohibited. that dlspos_e§ of treatment water or waste |n_to groundwater as
the remediation technology, groundwater will be treated to be
non-hazardous prior to subsurface discharge.
Far Northem Lobe portion of the LF-2b component of the
Final OSWER Directive "Use of Monitored , selected remedy, monitored natural stienuation was
. . . - . . determined to be appropriate in accordance with this TBC.
Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA " This guidance sets criteria for evaluating monitored natural
. : To be considered ) . Under LB-2b, for the Northern Plume groundwater,
Corrective Acticn, and Underground Storage attenuation as a remedy at, among athers, Superfund sites. contaminant levels at the point of compliance (at the edge of
Groundwater |Tank Sites (OSWER Dir. 8200.4-17P, 4/12/99) po P 9

the waste management unit} will be monitored consistent with
this guidance.

State Regulatory Requirements

FMassDEP Underground Injection Control

Regulations (310 CMR 27.00)

Applicable

These regulations are intended to protect underground sources of
drinking water by regulating the underground injection of
hazardous wastes, fluids used for extraction of minerals, oil, and
energy, and any other fluids having potential to contaminate
groundwater.

]If the perfarmance of the LF-2b component of the selected
remedy utilizes underground injection for the treated
groundwater or uses an infiltration gallery or any other system
that disposes of treatment water or waste into groundwater as
the remediation technology, groundwater will be treated to be
non-hazardous prior to subsurface discharge.

MassDEP Groundwater Discharge Permit
Program {314 CMR 5.00)

Applicable

These regulations are intended to protect groundwater quality by
controlling the discharge of pollutants to the ground waters of the
Commonwealth to assure that these waters are protected for their
highest potential use. These regulations set effluent limits for the
discharge of pollutants to groundwater.

If the performance of the LF-2b compenent of the selected
remedy utilizes underground injection, infittration gallery or any
other system that disposes of treatment water or waste into
groundwater as the remediation technology, groundwater will
|be treated to meet the substantive requirements of these
regulations prior to subsurface discharge.

Massachusetts Well Decommissioning

Requirements (313 CMR 3.03)

Applicable

These regulations provide for certain notification requirements
upon well abandonment. -

These regulations will be followed to the extent that the
alternative involves decommissioning any wells.

Sutton Brook Cisposal Area SF Sile
Tewksbury, Massachuseils
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ALTERNATIVE LF-2b

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Regulations (310 CMR 7.00)

T PR R 5 i AN B LT BTN ONt: 7 Sty ¥1= =t ] i ACHOTA D B TAKGN 15 AR ReGUIS eI o
State Regulatory Requirements
This Policy provides information about the Massachusetts
Solls/Sediments JReuse and Disposal of Contaminated Soils at . Department of Environmental Protection's requirements, The LF-2b component of the selected remedy will be designed
Massachusetts Landfills (COMM-87-001) To be considered standards, management practices and approvals for the testing, and implemented to comply with this. polic
tracking, transport, and reuse or disposal of Contaminated Soil at P ey policy.
_ _ Massachusetts landfills.
Federal Regulatory Requirements
Clean Air Act National Emissions Standards for] These regulations set standards for emissions of 189 Hazardous :;;2:‘}]2:::: a:fe;i?c;?:ion i?‘f t?: u';':gg{?g:?:;::?;;
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs}), 40 CFR Applicable Air Pollutants that are listed in Section 112(b)(1) of the Clean Air ady. PPINg ! Y of
hazardous air pollutants are emitted, then LF-2b will comply
Part 61 Act. . .
with this ARAR.
N N This OSWER directive establishes guidance on the control of air  |For the groundwater portion of the LF-2b component of the
gg::gf Gi::ieadng’ 3?15:,'80928‘ Alr Stripper To be considered emissions from air strippers used at Superfund sites for selected remedy, if air stripping is used, then LF-2b will compiy
- groundwater treatment. with this policy.
State Regulatory Requirements
N . For the groundwater portion of the LF-2b component of the
Massachusetts Ambient Air Quality Standards . Thgse_ reguiations set_pnmary a_nd secondary standards for . selected remedy, If air stripping is used, then LF-2b will comply]
Applicable emissions of sulfur oxides, particulate matter, carbon monaxide, . : . ) . " !
Air (310 CMR 6.00) ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and lead with this policy. No air emissions from remedial treatment will
! ' ’ cause ambient air quality standards to be exceeded.
. . . - This document presents MassDEP's revised ambient air ] .
h:)assDEbIZF: V{Z‘Z‘é?mb'ent Alr Guidelines To be considered guidelines, presenting the Threshald Effects Exposure Limits Z:g ilr-':h!zem?:;:?;gém tlhe s_:et:etﬁt_ed rT_medy will be designed
(December 6, (TELs) and Allowable Ambient Limits (AALS). P mply with Ihis policy.
Construction activities will be managed to meet the standards
for visible emissions {310 CMR 7.06); dust, odor, construction,
. . This reguiation stipulates thal during consiruction andior demolition|and demolition {310 CMR 7.09); and noise (310 CMR 7,40). If
Massachusetts Air Poliution Control Applicable activities, air emissions (i.e. dust, particulates, etc.) must be air sfripping is used, then the groundwater portion of the LF-2b

controlled to prevent air pollution.

component of the selected remedy will comply with this ARAR.
Odoer emissions from the groundwater treatment air stripper
will be controlled with best available control technology.

Sution Areok Disposal Area ST Site
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Surface Water,
Wetlands,
Floodplains
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Federal Regulatory Requirements and Guidance
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TABLE M-3
ALTERNATIVE LF-2b
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

DL

e <= Summary of Requirement

|- - Actions to be Taken to Attain Requirement - .. .- .. ..

Wetlands Executive Order
(EQ11990), 40 CFR 6.302(a),
and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix
A

Applicable

The Wetlands Executive Qrder requires federal agencies to avoid
undertaking or providing assistance for new construction located in
wetlands unless there is no practicable altermative and the
propased action includes all practicable measures to minimize the
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands, and preserve and
enhance natural and beneficial values of wetlands.

Under the LF-2b component of the selected remedy, the installation
of the landfill cover, the construction of a vertical barrier along a
Jportion of the Southemn Lobe, and the installation of wells and
treatment plant for the Southern Lobe groundwater will result in the
unaveidable destruction of existing wetlands. Buring remedial
design the effects of remedial activities on the wetlands will be
evaluated and minimized. Coempensatory wetlands mitigation wilt
be performed as necessary to comply with this ARAR.

Clean Water Act Seclion 404
IDredge and Fill Reguiations
(40 CFR 230, 33 CFR 320-323

Applicable

These regulations outline the requirements for the discharge of
dredged or fill matenials into surface waters including wetlands. No
activity that impacts waters of the United States shall be permitted if
a practicable altemative that has less adverse impact on the
aquatic ecosystem exists. If there is no other practicable
altemative, the impacts must be mitigated.

Under the LF-2b companent of the selected rermedy, the installation
of the landfill cover, the construction of a vertical barrier along a
portion of the Southern Lobe, and the installation of wells and
treatment plant for the Southern Lobe groundwater will result in the
unavoidable destruction of existing wetlands. During remediai
design the effects of remedial activities on the wetlands will be
evaluated and aveided and/or minimized. Compensatorty watlands
mitigation wilt be performed as necessary to comply with this ARAR.
In addition, brook sediment excavation would be unavoidable in
order fo remediate contaminated sediments. Under the LF-2b
component of the selected remedy, the brook sediments will be
restored with clean sediments. Altemative LF-2b is the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative that meets the
ramedial action objectives.

Floodplains Executive Order
(EC11988), 40 CFR 6.302(b),
and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix
A

Applicable

The Floodplains Executive Order requires federal agencies to avoid
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of a
floodplain unless there is no practicable altemative and the
proposed action includes all practicable measure to reduce the risk
of floed loss, ta minimize the impact of floods, and to restore and
preserve the natural and beneficial values of floodplains.

Under the LF-2b component of the selected remedy, availabie
practicable means will be used to reduce the risk of flood loss, to
minimize the impact of fioods, and to restore and preserve the
floodplains. In areas where the landfill cover, vertical barrier, wells
and treatment plant will result in the filling in of areas within the 100-
year floodpiain, there will be a replication of 100-year fleodplain
space equivalent to the amount loss. Stormwater management
Fbasins will be designed ta minimize the impact of floods.

RCRA Floodplain Restrictions
for Hazardous Waste Facilities
(40 CFR 264.18(b)

Relevant and Appropriate

These regulations require that a hazardous waste facility located in
a 100-year floadplain must be designed, constructed, operated, and
maintained to prevent washout by a 100-year storm.

Under the LF-2b component of the selected remedy, available
{practicable means will be used to reduce the risk of fiood loss, to
minimize the impact of floods, and fo restore and preserve the
floodplains. In areas where the landfill cover, vertical barrier, wells
and treatment plant will result in the filling in of areas within the 100-
year flocdplain, there will be a replication of $00-year floodplain
space equivalent to the amount loss. Starmwater management
basins will be designed to minimize the impact of floods. The
|tandfill cover and any structures will be designed to withstand the
effects of a 100-year storm.

Fish and Wildlife Coordination
Act (16 USC 661 et seq, 40
CFR Part 6)

Appiicable

The Fish and Wildtife Coordination Act requires action to protect
fish and wildlife and requires consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and state wildlife agencies to mitigate losses of fish

and wildlife that result from modification of a water body.

Since the LF-2b companent of the selected remedy requires
madification of a water body, when the sediments in Sutton Brook
between the twa landfill lobes are excavated, this consultation
requirement will be conducted.

Sutten Brook Disposal Area 5F Sile
Tewksbury, Massachuselis
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Surface Water,
Wetlands,
Floodplains
(Cont'd)

tate Regulatory Requiremen

TABLE M-3
ALTERNATIVE LF-2b
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Dispoasal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

P S B ER A T A EtToris Ho e Taken to Attalr

Massachusetts Wetlands
Regulations (310 CMR 10.00;

These regulations set performance standards for dredging, filling,
and altering of any inland wetland, the buffer zone within 100 feet of
a wetland, and the riverfront area {defined as the area between the
river's mean annual high-water line and a line located 200 feet
away). The requirement also defines wetlands based on vegetatian
type and requires that effects on wetlands be mitigated. Resource

The instaliation of the landfili cover, the construction of a vertical
barrier along a portion of the Southern Lobe, and the installation of
wells and treatment plant for the Southern Lobe groundwater will
oceur in or around wetlands (and their 100 foot buffer zones) and
Sutton Brook {and its riverfront area). Sediments in Sutton Brook
will be excavated and restored with clean sediments. Because of

MGL c. 131, Section 40: Applicable areas at the Site covered by the regulations include banks, ﬂl:;;)m;r"n:t‘;n R;hg;r:::”i?gﬁ:r?; thg;‘e 5 no dth
Woetlands Protection Act) {bardering vegetated wetlands, land under bodies of water, land gmerca rt::l:s?:f EF Sk, Al pra ct?cable ngean:i"f’b? 5522 to :V id
subject to flooding, riverfront and estimated habitats of rare wildlife. rpor h to-lh. tlp nds. includi ) d o
Under this requirement, available altematives must be considered or minimize fiarm @ weliands, Including erosion an
that minimize the extent of adverse impacts, and mitigation sedimentation controls and stormwaler management. Wetlands
including restoration and/ar replication is 'uired and sediments unavoidably disturbed by remedial activities will be
9 reg ) mitigated, restored or preserved.
The installation of the landfill cover, the construction of a vertical
" . barrier along a portion of the Scuthem Lobe, and the installation of
For discharges of dredged or fill material: there must be no ' ;
. 3 - ; . wells and treatment plant for the Scuthern Lobe groundwater will
Massachusetts Water Quality practxcable.allematl\_fe with less agverse impact on the aquatic occur in or around wetlands (and their 100 foot buffer zones) and
Ny . . ecosystem; apprepriate and practicable steps must be taken ta o - . .
Certification for Discharge of - S ) A Sutton Brook (and its riverfront area). Sediments in Sutton Brook
Dredged or Fill Material avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts o wetlands and 1and |y, o o ouated and restored with clean sediments. B f
Dredgin and Dredgin ! under water; stormwater discharges must be controlled with BMP's; th nt)a“ri'le:n ti na. the landfil N ea . N then - BECAUsE O
ging, ¢ eging Applicable and there must not be substantial adverse impacts to the physical, e co anen (n .  Source afeas, there IS no
Material Disposal in Waters of . ! i . : practicable alternative to installing an impermeable cap and the
P chemical, or biological integrity of surface waters. For dredging and \ : ; .
the L.S. within the . . Ny cther portions of LF-2b. Al practicable means will be used to avoid
Commonwealth (314 CMR dredged material management: there must be na practicable or minimize harm to the wetlands, including erosion and
9.00) alternative with less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem; and i tati trols and st n_n' t 9 t Wetland
’ if avoidance is nat passible then minimize, or if neither avoidance or| :n d ?:J:méﬁ?s?:az%i dably Z;tur\;: delrg;nraer::ggig‘le:ct.ivitizsa;llsbe
minimization are poessible, then mitigate potential adverse impacts. mitigated., restored or preserved. There would be no substantial
long-term adverse impacts to the integrity of surface waters.
These regulations set forth criteria for work within flowed and filled J . -
Massachusetts Waterways Applicabl tidelands and other waterways. Waterways concerns focus on the Eggxzesl';ﬁb c;;ﬂp:iﬂirgnﬁf Ithz;:l::te:i re:nzdﬁ', actions within
Regulations (310 CMR 9.00) plicable long term viability of marine uses and protecting public rights in envimm:emal S‘fan d: s ply & reguiation’s
tidelands, including fishing and access. )
. - - Under the LF-2b component of the selected remedy, any remedial
Massachusetts Hazardous ;:‘;ist;;eaﬁ;:go&snzeéLoggc‘t:';ée;;;fism(naiZZ?gedgﬁgzsge structures, including the 1andfills, within Land Subject to Flooding
Waste Rules, Facility Location Applicable ) 9 and potential public water supply area, will be designed,

Standards (310 CMR 30.700)

Massachusetts Wetlands Protection standards); surface water
supplies; and actual, planned, or potential public water supplies

constructed, operated, and maintained to prevent a refease of
{hazardous waste within the protected resource area.
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Other Natural
Resources

TABLE M-3
ALTERNATIVE LF-2b
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Endangered Species Act (16
USC 1531 et seq.; 40 CFR
8.3062(h); 50 CFR 402)

Applicable if encountered

This statute requires that Federal agencies avoid activities which
jeopardize threatened or endangered species or adversely modify
habitats essential to their survival. Mitigation measures should be
considered if a listed species or habitat may be jeopardized.

No endangered or threatened species have been identified at the
Site to date. If endangered or threatened species in the site area
are identified, remedial activities would avoid actions that would
adversely affect threatened or endangered species or habitats.

National Historic Preservation
Act (16 USC 470 et seq,, 36
CFR 800}

Applicable if encountered

JPursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA, as amended,
CERCLA response actions are required to take into account the
effects of the response activities on any historic property included of
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places,

Should the LF-2b component of the selected remedy impact historic
properties, as determined in the remedial design, activities will be
coordinated with the Massachusetts Historical Commission (MHC).
If it is determined that adverse impacts are unavoidable, then MHC
will be consulted to determine ways to minimize and/or mitigate
such adverse impacts.

State Regulatory Requirements

Antiquities Act and
Regulations; Massachusetts
Historical Commission;
Pratection of Properties
Included in the State Register
of Historic Places (M.G.L. ch.
9, sec. 26-27; 950 CMR 70.00)

Applicable if encountered

These reguiations require the adoption of all prudent and feasible
means to eliminate, minimize or mitigate adverse effects 1o historic
or archaeological properties, and require coordination with the
Massachusetts Historical Commission.

Should the LF-2b camponent of the selected remedy impact historic
or archaeological properties, as determined in the remedial design,
activities will be coordinated with the Massachusetts Historical
Commission (MHC). Ifit is determined that adverse impacts cannot
be eliminated, then MHC will be consulted to determine ways to
minimize and/or mitigate such adverse impacts.

Massachusetts Endangered
Species Act, 321 CMR 10.00,
(MGL . 1314}

Applicable if encountered

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has the authority to
research, list, and protect any species deemed endangered,
threatened, or of other special concern. These species are listed
as either endangered, threatened, or species of special concern in
the regulations, Actions must be conducted in a manner that
minimizes the effect on Massachusetts-listed endangered species
and species listed by the Massachusetts Matural Heritage Program.

No endangered or threatened species have been identified at the
Site to date. If endangered or threatened species in the site area
are identified, remedial activities would avoid actions that would
adversely affect threatened or endangered species or habitats.

Sutton Brook Disposal Area SF Site
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ALTERNATIVE FDDA-4

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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Groundwater

- RSN
Federal Regulatory Requirements

T i A S atUs v

- Summary of- ulrement - - . ohe.

~ .. Actlons to ba.Taken to Attain Requirement: .

i )

Federal Safe Drinking Water Act
{SDWA) Maximum Contarninant Levels
{MCLs) (40 CFR Part 141)

Relevant and appropriate

MCLs are enforceable standards that reguiate the
concentration of specific organic and inarganic contaminants
that have been determined to adversely affect human health in
public drinking water supplies. MCLs are relevant ang
appropriate for the groundwaler at the Site because the
aquifer is a potential source of drinking water.

MCLs were used in determining groundwater preliminary
rermnediation goals (PRGs) for site contaminants where such
contaminant levels have been established. Under the FDDA-
4 component of the selected remedy, MNA {with a
contingency for active groundwater treatment) will over time
result in the groundwater in the FDDA achieving PRGs.

EPA Risk Reference Doses (RfDs}

To be considered

RfDs are dose levels developed by EPA for use in estimating
the non-carcincgenic risk resutting from exposure to toxic
substances.

RfDs were used to assess health risks due to exposure to nond
carcinogenic chemicals in groundwater, and to develop of
acceptable groundwater PRG concentrations. Under the
FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, MNA (with a
contingency for active groundwater treatment) will over time
result in the groundwater in the FDDA achieving PRGs.

EPA Human Health Assessment Cancer
Slope Factors (CSFs)

To be considered

CSFs are developed by EPA for health effects assessments of]
evaluation by the Human Health Assessment Group. These
values present the most up-to-date cancer risk potency
Iinformaﬂon and are used to compute the individual

incremental cancer risk resulting from exposure to
carcincgens.

CSFs were used to compute the individual cancer risk
resulting from exposure to contaminants in groundwater, and
in the development of acceptable groundwater PRG
concentrations. Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected
remedy, MNA (with a contingency for active groundwater
treatment) will over time result in the groundwater in the FDDAS
achieving PRGs.

Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk
Assessment (EPA/G3I0/P-03/Q01F,
March 2005)

Ta be considered

Guidance values were used to evaluate the potential
carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to contaminants.

Cancer risks identified will be addressed by the FDDA-4
component of the selected remedy.

Supplemental Guidance for Assessing
Susceptibility from Eardy-Life Exposure
to Carcinogens (EPA/S30/R-03/003F,

IMarch 2005}

To be considered

Guidance values were used to evaluate the potential
carcinogenic hazard to children caused by exposure to
contaminants.

Child cancer risks identified will be addressed by the FDDA-4
component of the selected remedy.

EPA Office of Water, Drinking Water
Health Advisories EPA 822-R-06-013

To be considered

Health Advisories (HAs) are estimates of acceptable drinking
water levels for chemical substances based on health affects
information; an HA is not a legally enforceable Federal
standard, but serves as technical guidance to assist federal,
state and Iocal officials. HAs were used if constituents did not
have promulgated MCLs.

HAs were used to develop acceptable groundwater PRG
concentrations. Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected
remedy, MNA (with a contingency for active groundwater
treatment) will over time result in the groundwater in the FDDA|
achieving PRGs.

[State Regulatory Requirements

Massachusetts Groundwater Quality
Standards (314 CMR 6.00)

Applicable

These standards consist of ground water classifications, which
designate and assign the uses for which the various ground
waters of the Commonwealth shall be maintained and
protected; water quality criteria necessary to sustain the
designated uses; and regulations necessary to achieve the
designated uses or maintain the existing ground water quality.
The GWQSs set numeric limits for certain contaminants as
weli as a pH range. They were used when they were more

stringent than Federal MCLs.

Groundwater beneath the Site is mapped in a potentially
productive aquifer with the potential for potable water use.
Under the FDDA~4 companent of the selected remedy, MNA
(with a contingency for active groundwater treatment) will over
time result in the groundwater in the FDDA achieving PRGs.

Sutton Breok Disposal Area 5F Site
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Standards (310 CMR 22.00)

TABLE M4
ALTERNATIVE FDDA4

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Relevant and appropriate

These standards establish Massachusetts MCLs for organic
and inarganic contaminants that have been determined to
adversely affect human health in public drinking water
systems. The aquifer on-site is not a public water system, but
these requirements are R8A because the aquifer has the
patential to be used as a source of drinking water. These
requirements were used when they were more stringent than
Federal MCLs.

Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, MNA
(with a cantingency far active groundwater treatment) will over
time result in the groundwater in the FDDA achieving PRGs.

Massachusetts DEP Office of Research
and Standards Guidelines (ORSGs)

To be considered

The Massachusets DEP Office of Research and Standards
Issues guidance for chemicals other than those with
Massachusetts MCLs in drinking water. ORSGs are
concentration of chemicals in drinking water, at or below
which, adverse health effects are unlikely to occur after
chronic (lifetime) exposure. These guidance values were used
when constituents did not have promulgated MCLs.

Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, MNA
(with a contingency for active groundwater treatment) will over
time result in the groundwater in the FDDA achieving PRGs.

Solls

Federal Regulatory Requirements

EPA Risk Reference Doses {RfDs)

Tao be considered

RfDs are dose levels developed by EPA for use in estimating
the nen-carcinogenic risk resulting from exposure to toxic
substances.

RfDs were used to assess health risks due to exposure to non-
carcinogenic chemicals in sails, and to develop soil cleanup
levels. Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy,
soils with concentrations above the soil cleanup levels will be
excavated to be consclidated with the wastes in the Landfill

EPA Human Health Assessment Cancer
Slope Factors (CSFs)

To be considered

valyes present the most up-to-date cancer risk potency
information and are used to compute the individual

Sution Brook Disposal Area SF Site
Tewksbury, Massachuseits
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TABLE M-5
ALTERNATIVE FDDA-4

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

et 2] - S Actions to he Taken to Attalf Retulrenieit 030

RCRA Subtitle C - Hazardous Waste
identification and Listing Regulations (40 CFR
Parts 260-262 and 40 CFR 264.13)

Applicable

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. These regulations include rules to identify hazardous
waste and a requirement to obtain a detailed chemical and
physical analysis of a representative sample of any hazardaus
wastes prier to treatment, storage, or disposal.

Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
landfill, this requiremen? was determined to be applicable. Any
media generated as part of manitaring activities and
groundwater extraction and treatment will be tested for
hazardous waste characteristics. If determined to be
hazardous waste, then they will be stored, transported, or
disposed of in accordance with 40 CFR Part 264.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart |, Use and
Management of Containers

Applicable it a container is
used in the remediat
action

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. This regulation establishes requirements for the storage
of containers of hazardous wasle.

Because RCRA-type (listed of characteristic) hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
landfill, if the active groundwater treatment contingency is
needed for the FDODA-4 component of the selected remedy
and if a container is used to store hazardous waste, then
FDDA will be implemented to comply with this ARAR.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart J, Tank Systems

Applicable if a tank system
is used in the remedial
action

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. This regulation establishes requirements for the use of
tank systems for storing or treating hazardous waste.

Because RCRA-fype (listed or characteristic) hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
landfill, if the active grouendwater treatment contingency is
needed for the FDDA-4 component of the 3elected remedy
and if & tank system is used to store hazardous waste, then
FDDA-4 will be implemented to comply with this ARAR.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart L, Waste Piles

Applicable if a waste pile
is used in the remedial

Massachusetis has been delegated the autharity to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management requlations. These provisions have baen adopted by!

Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic} hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the;
landfill, if piles are used to store hazardous waste (potentially
such as the excavated contaminated seils in FDDA prior to

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart X, Miscellaneous
Units

miscellanecus unit is used
in the remedial action

management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. This regulation establishes requirernents for the use of
miscellaneous units for treating, stering, or disposing of hazardous
waste.

action the State. This requiation establishes requirements for the use of |consdlidation inta the landfill lobes), then the FDDA-4
piles for storing or treating hazardous waste. companent of the selected remedy can be implemented to
comply with this ARAR.
Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
Applicable if a these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste wastes were disposed of at the Site during the aperation of the

[andfill, if the active groundwater treatment contingency is
needed for the FDDA4 companent of the selected remexdy
and if a miscellaneous unit is used {0 store hazardous waste,
then FDDA-4 will be implemented to comply with this ARAR.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart AA, Air Emission
Standards for Procass Venls

Applicable if a process
vent is used and i
thresholds are met

This regulation establishes air emission standards for process
vents, closed-vent systems, and control devices at hazardous
wasle facilities.

ff the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, if a process
vent is used in the remedial action and if applicable thresholds
are met, then air emission controls will be implemented during
groundwater treatment to comply with this regulation.

Sutten Brook Cisposal Area 5F Site
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RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart BB, Air Emission
Standards for Equipment Leaks

TABLE M-5
ALTERNATIVE FDDA-4

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

R %5,

Applicable if equipment

covered by this standard

is used and if threshaolds
are met

o - ASIBOS 10,

This regulation contains air pollutant emission standards for
equipment leaks at hazardous waste TSD facilities. This subpart
applies to equipment that contains or contacts hazardous wastes
with arganic concentrations of at least 10 percent by weight.

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the FDDA-4 companent of the selected remedy and if
equipment savered by this standard is used in the remedial
action and handles hazardous wastes at concentrations that
meet this rule's threshold, then a leak detection and repair
program will be implemented during groundwater treatrment to
comply with this requlation.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart CC, Air Emission
Standards for Tanks, Surface Impoundments
and Containers

Waste (cont'd)

Applicable if a tank or
container is used and if
thresholds are met

This regulation establishes air emission standards for facilities that
treat, store, or dispose hazardous wastes in tanks, surface
impoundments, ar containers.

[Any media generated as part of monitoring activities and
groundwater treatment (if the contingency is needed) will be
tested for hazardous waste characteristics. If determined to
be hazardous waste, then they will be stored, transported, or
disposed of in accordance with 40 CFR Part 264. If a tank or
container is used in the remedial action and if applicable
thresholds are met, then air emission controls will be
implemented during groundwater treatment to comply with this
regulation.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart DD, Containment

Applicable i a building is
used to house treatment

This regulation contains design, cperating, closure and post-

if the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy and if a

closure standards and requirements for the storage and treatment |building is used to house treatment equipment, then the

(NFDES) (40 CFR Part 122-125 and 131)

requirements (e.g., federal and state ambient water quality criteria
{AwQac)).

Buildings equipment of hazardous waste in containment buildings. design, operation, closure, and post-closure of the treatment
building for FDDA~4 will comply with this regulation.
Federal Regulatory Requirements
. . . . S e If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
‘ _ Thls_acl and regulations establish dlscharg_e Ilmltatlgns, monitoring the FDDA-4 companent of the selected remedy, on-site
Clean Water Act Section 402 National requirements, and best management practices. Peint-source discharges to surface walers, inciuding Sutton Brook and
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Applicable discharges of effluent to surface water must comply with NPDES .

adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive discharge
standards. These discharge limitations shall also be used to
develop manitoring standards for surface waters.

Clean Water Act (CWA) Ambient Water Quality]
Criteria (AWQC) (23 USC 1251 et seq ) (40
CFR 122.44)

Surface Water

Relevant and appropriate

Federal AWQC are recommended (non-enforceable) criteria
lpublishied by EPA and provided to the States. AWQC are listed for
pratection of ecclogical and human health for approximately 160
confaminants. AWQC are used In establishing State water quality
standards.

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the FDDA~4 companent of the selected remedy and if treated
groundwater is discharged to surface water, it will be treated
as needed to comply with State water quality standards based
on AWQC. Surface water monitering will be performed.
These standards will be used to help assess the effactiveness
of the groundwater treatmerit.

Clean Water Act (CWA) Pretreatment
Regulations for Discharges to a POTW (40

Applicable if freated
groundwater is discharged

These regulations prohibit the infroduction of pollutants into a
publicly owned treatment works (POTW) and has pretreatment

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy and if treated
groundwater is discharged ta the local POTW, it will be treated

3.00; MGL ¢. 21 Sections 26-53)

wastewater to surface waters must meet effluent discharge limits
established by this program.

CFR Part 403 to the POTW requirements for sources to a POTW as need to comply with these pretreatment requirements.
State Regulatory Requirements

This act and program establish the requirements intended to {:‘Lhi.;g:z gcf;nd:’:;?g‘réngzgcﬁggﬁgﬁ::y ’;::::ed for
|Mass. Clean Waters Act - MassDEP Surface maintain the quality of surface waters by controlling the direct iecharaes o sur?gce eators. el Sumn"émk o
Water Discharge Permit Program (314 CMR Applicable discharge of pollutants to susface waters. Direct discharge of 9 | 9

adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive discharge
standards. These discharge limitations shall also be used to
develop monitoring standards for surface waters.

Sutton Brook Disposal Area SF Site
Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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TABLE M-5
ALTERNATIVE FDDA4

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewkshury, Massachusetts

Ry

Surface Water
(Cont'd)

#) ‘of Requil

ddiidd g A8l B

Groundwater

The Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards designate
the most sensitive uses for which the various waters of the
Co;_nmonwea_lth shall be enhanced, '“a"?‘a‘“‘-f" “."‘" pro'_nected-, |if the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
which prescribe the minimum water quality criteria required o h
- - . ? . - the FDDA-4 companent of the selected remedy, on-site
) sustain the designated uses; and which contain reguiations . ) .
Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Applicable necessary to achieve the designated Uses and maintain existin discharges to surface waters, including Sutton Braok and
Standards (314 CMR 4.00) P cessary 10 achiey 9 . tain existing 1 djacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive discharge
water quality including, where appropriate, the prohibition of . R
. - il M standards. These discharge limitations shall also be used to
discharges. These regulations limit or prohibit discharges of develop monitoring standards for surface waters
pollutants to surface waters to ensure that the surface water qualityi P 9 ’
standards of the receiving waters are protected and maintained or
attained.
If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
These regulations are intended to protect surface water bodies in - |the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, on-site
MassDEP Surface Water Discharge Permit Applicable the Commanwealth by regulating the discharge into them. Direct |discharges to surface waters, including Sutten Brook and
Program (314 CMR 3.00) PP discharges of wastewater to surface waters must meet effluent adjacent wetiands, shall meet these substantive discharge
discharge limits established by this program. standards. These discharge limitations shall also be used to
develop monitaring standg_r_ds for surface waiters.
Massachusetts Pretreatment Standards for These regulations prohibit the introduction of pollutants into a If the active groundwater treatment contingency is ne_.-eded for
. " ) the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy and if treated
Discharges o Wastewater Treatment Works Applicable publicly owned treatment works (POTW) and has pretreatment ™ o ed
(314 CMR 12.00) requirements for Sources to a POTW groundwater is discharged fo the local POTW, it will be treats
. as need to comply with these pretreatment requirements.
The goal of the palicy Is to improve water quality and address
' . water quantity problems within Massachusetts through the The FDDA-4 companent of the selected remedy will be
MassDEP Stomwater Management Policy To be considered implementation of performance standards for stormwater designed and implemented to comply with this requirement.
management.
Federal Regulatory Requirements
These regulations identify specific manitoring requirements The FDDA-~4 compaonent of the selected remedy will be
. _ . applicable to hazardous waste facilities, including specifying the implemented to comply with these requirements. Because
ECRA S”bt“:eucmRigag‘:?{fg"g S‘ﬂ"; Waste Appicabl paint of compliance at which the groundwater protection standards |EPA has determined that the point of compliance at which the
2 :: ggemtdanzmn% ¢ d ubpart ¥, pecable apply and at which monitoring must be conducted, as well as groundwater protection standards apply is the edge of the
-2 an 96(a) and (c}) specifying the compliance period during which the groundwater waste management unit {the landfill lobes), these standards
protection standard applies. will be met thraughout the FDDA.
If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy and if the
These regulations provide regulatory compliance standards for f:r:gdmizfzefa:figDEoﬁ: dﬁzn;zt?::?;?{ht:‘:r:?t:?m
Underground Injection (40 CFR Part 144) Relevant and appropriate |reatment facilities that inject wastes underground. The use at H rgroLnd inj
wells [0 dispase of hazardous waste is prohibited groundwater or uses an infittration gallery or any other system
pa p : that disposes of treatment water or waste into groundwater as
the remediation technology, groundwater will be treated to be
non-hazardous prior to subsurface discharge.
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|Final OSWER Directive "Use of Monitored
Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA

TABLE M-§
ALTERNATIVE FDDA-4

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewkshury, Massachusetts

b ke s e D SOmmanyof Requlrement 150 0 rRing T e 5 ]
- LiclLL

This guidance sets criteria for evaluating monitored naturat

For the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, monitored
natural attanuation was determingd to be appropriate in
accordance with this TBC. Under FDDA-4, contaminant levels

OSWER Directive 9355.0-28, Air Stripper
Control Guidance, 7/12/89

Corrective Action, and Underground Storage To be considered attenuation as a remedy at, among others, Superfund sites. :::'::s?;:?nw?:;a ;1&;; plui?:ntr;depr:;:ih '23:2\:': I::el molnitorteq
Tank Sites (OSWER Dir. 8200.4-17P, 4/12/99) ; ¥ guidance. Actve g er freatment I
retained as a contingency if determined to be necessary as
described in Part 2 of the ROD.
State Regulatory Requirements
If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
These regulations are intended to protect underground sources of the FDDA-4 componertt of the selected remedy and if the
o drinking water by regulating the underground injection of performance of the FDDA-4 c?a!'npc_ment of the selected
MassDEP Underground Injection Control . ) h ) . remedy utilizes underground injection for the treated
Groundwater N Applicable hazardous wastes, fluids used for extraction of minerals, oil, and . ’
(Cont'd} Regulations (310 CMR 27.00) energy. and any other fluids having potential to contamirliate; groundwater or uses an infiltration gallery or any other systermn
rougz;water 9 po - that disposes of treatment water or waste into grounchwater as
9 ’ the remediation technology, groundwater will be treated o be
non-hazardeus prior {e subsurface discharge.
If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
These regulations are intended to protect groundwater quality by the '.:DDA'4 °°”‘°°“‘?'?t of the selected r_er_'nec?y ar_nd i ‘hlf"
. . controlling the discharge of pollutants o the ground waters of the contingent remedy utilizes undergmund injection, infiftration
MassDEP Groundwater Discharge Permit . " |gallery or any other system that disposes of treatment water or
Applicable Commonwealth to assure that these waters are protected for their ) P
Program (314 CMR 5.00) hi ) . . waste into groundwater as the remediation technology,
ighest potential use, These regulations set effluent limits for the y d h b :
discharge of paliutants to groundwater groundwater will be treate tol meettl e substantive
. requirements of these regulations prior to subsurface
discharge.
Massachusetts Well Decommissioning Aplicable These regulations pravide for certain notification requirements These regulations will be followed to the extent that the
Requirements (313 CMR 3.03) pp upon well abandanment alternative involves decommissioning any wells.
Federal Regulatory Requirements
Clean Air Act National Emissions Standards for These regulations set standards for emissions of 189 Hazardous ng’iSCDﬁﬁ%?;"d“ﬂ:::gf:::mgt:f:dw ;ig?fd ifd for
Hazardous Air Pollutants {(NESHAPs), 40 CFR Applicable Air Pollutants that are listed in Section 112{b}{1} of the Clean Air v po ya 8
Part 61 Act stripping is used and any of the 1889 hazardous air pollutants
’ are emitted, then FDDA-4 will comply with this ARAR.
) ) This OSWER directive establishes guidance on the contral of air | the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
Air To be considered

emissions fram air strippers used at Superfund sites for
groundwater treatment.

the FDDA~4 component of the selected remedy and if air
stripping is used, then FDDA-4 will comply with this palicy.

State Regulatory Requirements

Massachusetts Ambient Air Quality Standards
(310 CMR 6.00)

Applicabte

These regulations set primary and secondary standards for
emissions of sulfur oxides, particulate matter, carbon manoxide,
ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and lead.

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy and if air
stripping is used, then FDDA-4 will comply with this policy. No
air emissions from remedial treatment will cause ambient air
quality standards to be exceeded.

Sutton Brook Dispasal Araa SF Site
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TABLE M-5
ALTERNATIVE FDDA-4
ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Breok Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

it 4% Summary-of Requiremert - 5w
This docurmnent presents MassDEP's revised ambient air
To be considered guidelines, presenting the Threshold Effects Exposure Limits

MassDEP Revised Ambient Air Guidelines

The FODA-~4 companent of the selected remedy will be
(December 6, 1995) (TELs} and Allewable Ambient Limits (AALS). designed and implemented to comply with this palicy.

Construction activities will be managed to meet the standards
for visible emissions (310 CMR 7.06); dust, odor, construction,

Air (Cont'd) . . . . . .. __land demctition (310 CMR 7.09); and noise (310 CMR 7.10). If
I ; ' ) ;
IMassachusetts Air Pollution Control This regulation stipulates that during constructian and/or demolition the active groundwater freatment contingency is needed for

Regulations (310 CMR 7.00) Applicable g;i‘ﬁ;‘ig s:';f:r'gr:t(;;ﬁ;:;' particulates, etc.) must be |the FODA-4 component of the selected remedy and if air

’ stripping is used, then FDDA-4 will comply with this ARAR.
QOdor emissions from the groundwater treatment air stripper
will be controlled with best available control technology.

Sutton Brook Disposal Area SF Site Record of Decision
Tewksbury, Massachusetts Saptember 2007
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Surface Water,
Wetlands,
Floodplains

TABLE M-6
ALTERNATIVE FDDA4
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

d Guidance

fre ] bedies 2o Birea i Summang of Requirament o0 w0 e v e it Adtions to. be Taken' to:Attain:Req

]

Woetlands Executive Order
(EQ11990), 40 CFR 6.302(a),
and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix
A

Applicable

The Wetlands Executive Order requires federal agencies to avoid
undertaking or providing assistance for new construction located in
wetlands unless there is no practicable altemative and the
proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize the
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands, and preserve and
enhance natural and beneficial values of wetlands.

Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, the
excavation of contaminated socil areas and the installation of wells
and possible treatment plant (if the active groundwater treatment
contingency is needed) will occur close to delineated wetland
boundaries and potentially may disturb some areas. Because of the]
contamination in soils in the FODA, there is no practicable
altemative to the excavation of these contaminated soils for
consolidation with the Landfill Lobes prior to capping. Similarly, if
the active groundwater treatment cantingency is needed, wetlands
may be unavoidably impacted. During remedial design, the effects
of remedial activities on the wetlands will be evaluated and
minimized. Compensatory wetlands mitigation would be performed
as necessary fo comply with this ARAR.

Clean Water Act Section 404
[Dredge and Fill Regulations
(40 CFR 230, 33 CFR 320-323

Applicable

These regulations outling the requirements for the discharge of
dredged or fill materials into surface waters including wetlands. No
activity that impacts waters of the United States shall be permitted if
a practicable altemative that has less adverse impact on the
aquatic ecosystem exists. If there is no other practicable
alternative, the impacts must be mitigated.

Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, the
excavation of contaminated soil areas and the installation of wells
and possible treatment plant (if the active groundwater treatment
contingency is needed) will occur close to delineated wetland
|boundaries and potentially may disturb some areas. Because of theJ
contamination in soils in the FDDA, there is no practicable
alternative to the excavation of these contaminated soils for
consolidation with the Landfill Lobes prior to capping. Similarly, if
the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed, wetlands
may be unavoidably impacted. During remedial design, the effects
of remedial activities on the wetlands will be evaluated and avoided
and/or minimized. Compensatory wetlands mitigation would be
perfarmed as necessary to comply with this ARAR. Alternative FDD
4 is the least environmentally damaging practicable altemative that
meets the remedial action objectives.

Floodplains Executive Order
(EO11988), 40 CFR 6.302(b},
and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix
A

Applicable

The Floodpiains Executive Order requires federal agencies to avoid
impacts associated with the occupancy and madification of a
flocdplain unless there is no practicable alternative and the
propased action includes all practicable measure to reduce the risk
of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods, and to restore and
preserve the natural and beneficial values of floodplains.

Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, available
practicable means will be used to reduce the risk of flood loss, to
minimize the impact of floods, and to restore and preserve the
fioodplains.

Sutlon Brook Dispesal Area SF Site
Tewksbury, Massachusstts
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Surface Water,
Wetlands,
Floodplains
(Cont'd}

RCRA Floodplain Restrictions
for Hazardous Waste Facilities
(40 CFR 264.18(b)}

TABLE M-6
ALTERNATIVE FODA4
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Relevant and Appropriate

%;&*ﬁ*m*&qu L SR L e

e ACHONS tobe Takento AT Reaulremente s e iy

These regulations require that a hazardous waste facility lacated in
a 100-year floodplain must be designed, constructed, operated, and
maintained to prevent washout by a 160-year storm.

Under the FDDA-4 companent of the selected remedy, any
hazardous waste facility, including the the contingent remedy's
possible treatment plant, will be designed, constructed, operated,
and maintained with all available practicable means to reduce the
risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods, and to restore
and preserve the floodplains. In areas where the treatment plant will
result in the filling in of areas within the 100-year floodplain, there
will be a replication of 100-year fivodplain space equivalent to the
amount loss. Stormwater management basins will be designed to
minimize the impact of floods. Any structures will be designed to
withstand the effects of a 100-year storm.

tate Regulatory Requirements

Massachusetts Wetlands
Regulations (310 CMR 10.00;
MGL ¢. 131, Section 40:
Wetlands Protection Act)

Applicable

These regulaticns set performance standards for dredging, filling,
and altering of any intand wetland, the buffer zone within 100 feet of
a wetland, and the riverfront area (defined as the area between the
river's mean annual high-water line and a line located 200 feet
away). The requirement also defines wetlands based on vegetation
type and requires that effects on wetlands be mitigated. Resource
areas at the Site covered by the regulations include banks,
bordering vegetated wetlands, land under bodies of water, land
subject to flosding, riverfront and estimated habitats of rare wildlife.
Under this requirement, available alternatives must be considered
that minimize the extent of adverse impacts, and mitigation
including restoration and/or replication is required.

Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, the
excavation of contaminated soils and the installation of wells and
possible treatment plant (if the active groundwater treatment
cantingency is needed) will occur within the 100 foot buffer zone of
wetlands. Because of the contamination in sails in the FDDA, there
FiS no practicable alternative to the excavation of these
contaminated soils for consolidation with the Landfil Lobes prior to
capping. Similarly, if the active groundwater treatment contingency
is needed, wetlands may be unavoidably impacted. All practicable
means will be used to avoid or minimize harm to the wetland buffer
zone, including ercsion and sedimentation controls and stomwater
management. The wetland buffer zone area unavoidably disturbed
by remedial activitios will be mitigated, restored or preserved.

Massachusetts Water Quality
Certification for Discharge of
Dredged or Fill Material,
Dredging, and Dredging
Material Disposal in Waters of
the U.S. within the
Commonwealth (314 CMR
9.00)

Applicable

For discharges of dredged or fill material: there must be no
practicable alternative with less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystemn; appropriate and practicable steps must be taken to
avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts to wettands and land
under water; stormwater discharges must be controlled with BMPs;
and there must not be substantial adverse impacts to the physical,
chemical, or biclegical integrity of surface waters. For dredging and
dredged material management: there must be no practicable
altemative with less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem; and
if avoidance is not possible then minimize, or if neither avoidance or|
minimization are possible, then mitigate potential adverse impacts.

Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, the
excavation of contaminated soils and the installation of wells and
possible treatment plant (if the active groundwater treatment
contingency is needed) will occur within the 100 foot buffer zone of
wetlands. Because of the contamination in soils in the FDDA, there
is no practicable altemative to the excavation of these
contaminated soils for consolidation with the Landfill Lobes prior to
capping. Similary, if the active groundwater treatment contingency
is needed, wetlands may be unavoidably impacted. All practicable
means wilt be used to avoid or minimize ham ta the wetland buffer
zane, including erosion and sedimentation controls and stormwater
management. The wetland buffer zone area unavoidably disturbed
by remedial activities will be mitigated, restored of preserved.
There would be no substantial lorng-term adverse impacts to the
integrity of surface waters.
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TABLE M-6
ALTERNATIVE FDDA4
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

P ————

Massachusetts Waterways
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These regulations set forth criteria for work within flowed and filled
tidelands and other waterways, Waterways concerns focus on the

Under the FDDA-4 companent of the selected remedy, the
excavation of contaminated soil areas and the instaliation of wells
and possible treatment plant (if the active groundwater treatment
contingency is needed) will occur close to delineated wetland
boundaries and potentially may disturb some areas. Because of the]
contamination in soils in the FDDA, there is no practicable

. Applicable L h ’ L N alternative to the excavation of these contaminated sails for
Surface Water, Regulations {310 CMR 9.00) It?drg ;ﬁg: \::‘e;?::cl’t%;fﬁr:;?;eat;sde; ;ggmm.ng public: rights in consolidation with the Landfill Lobes prior to capping. Similarly, if
Wetlands, ! ’ the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed, wetlands
Floodplains may be :{navoidably impacted. During remedial design, the effects
{Cont'd) of remedial activities on the wetlands will he evaluated and avoided
and/or minimized. Compensatory wetlands mitigation would be
|performed as necessary to comply with this ARAR.
Under the FDDA-4 component of the selected remedy, any
Massachusetts Hazardous Th:_e_sg reggla_tions set for_th criteria for_ siting hazardous waste hazardous waste facility, including the the contingent lfemedy's
\Waste Rules, Facility Location Applicable facilities within Land Subject to Fl_oodlng {as defined under the possib_le Ueatment plant, within Land Subject to Flooding and
Standards (310 CMR 30.700) Massachusetts Wetlands Protection standards); surface water potential public water supply area, will be designed, constructed,
’ supplies; and actual, planned, or potential public water supplies operated, and maintained to prevent a release of hazardous waste
. _ within the protected resource area,
Federal Regulatory Requirements
Endangered Species Act (16 This statute requires that Federal agencies_ avoid activities which  |[No endangered or threatened species have been identified at the
USC 1531 et seq.: 40 CFR Applicable if encourttered ;eopfardize lhregtened or endapgeredvs_peqes or adversely modify Site.to da_!te. if endaljgered or threatened specie_s in the site area
6.302(h); SO_ELCFR ‘402) habitats essential to their survival. Mitigation measures should be  |are identified, remedial activities would avoid actions that would
: ' considered if a listed species or habitat may be jecpardized. adversely affect threatened or endangered species or habitats.
Shaould the FDDA-4 camponent of the selected remedy impact
National Historic Preservation Pursuant to Sections 1_06 and 1 10{”. ofthe N HP_A, as amended, hi‘ston'c propgrties. as determined in the remedial _design. activities
Act (16 USC 470 et seq,, 36 Applicable if encountered CERCLA response actlons_ are required t(_) tak_e into accol_.mt the will be coo_rd_lnated wi_th the Massachusgt‘ts Histarical Corn_mission
Other Natural  |CFR 800) ' effects of tl'lle response activities on any hlstonc pfoperty included orf(MHC). If it is determined that adverse impacts are unavoidable,
Resources eligible for inclusion on the Nationat Register of Historic Places. then MHC will be consulted to determine ways to minimize and/or

State Regulatory Requirements

mitigate such adverse impacts.

Antiquities Act and
Regulations; Massachusetts
Historical Commission;
Pretection of Properties
Included in the State Register
of Historic Places (M.G.L. ch.
9, sec. 26-27; 950 CMR 70.00)

Applicable if encountered

These regulations require the adoption of all prudent and feasible
means to eliminate, minimize or mitigate adverse effects to historic
or archaeological properties, and require caordination with the
Massachusetts Historical Commission,

Should the FDDA-4 carapanent of the selected remedy impact
historic or archaeological properties, as determined in the remedial
design, activities will be coordinated with the Massachuseits
Historical Commission (MHC). If it is determined that adverse
impacts cannot be eliminated, then MHC will be consulted to
determine ways to minimize and/or mitigate such adverse impacts.

Sutton Brook Disposatl Area SF Site
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Massachusetts Endangered
Species Act, 321 CMR 10.00,
(MGL ¢. 131A)

Other Natural
Resources (Cont'd)

TABLE M-6
ALTERNATIVE FDDA4
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Applicable if encountered

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has the authanty to
research, list, and protect any species deemed endangered,
threatened, or of gther special concem. These species are listed
as either endangered, threatened, or species of special concern in
the regulations. Actions must be conducted in a manner that
minimizes the effect on Massachusetts-listed endangered species
and species listed by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program.

{No endangered or threatened species have been identified at the
Site to date. If endangered or threatened species in the site area
are identified, remedial activities would avoid actions that would
adversely affect threatened or endangered species or habitats.
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TABLE M-7
ALTERNATIVE GSA-2
CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

g = Py

?ederal Regulatoty Requirements

CSFs are developed by EPA for health effects assessments or ?;Eﬁi:e;fol:i tgsmnirr:?sl:omae\;‘i::;t'?; (:;ﬂge;gjﬁn the
. evaluation by the Human Heaith Assessment Group. These develo E:nem of s%il cleanup tevels. Under the éSA 2
Soils EPA Human Health Assessment Cancer To be considered values present the most up-to-date cancer risk potency com 0?1 ent of the selected preme d ’ soils with conce;ﬂ rations
Slope Factors (CSFs) information and are used to compute the individual P " eay,
. ! . above the soil cleanup levels will be excavated to be
incrermental cancer risk resulting from exposure to . . . !
. consolidated with the wastes in the Landfill Lobes prior to
carcinogens. h
capping.
Sutton Brook Disposal Area SF Site Record of Qecision

Tawksbury. Massachusetts Page 1 of 1 September 2007



TABLE M-8
ALTERNATIVE GSA-2

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

T R B TR T DA ik o] i ACTONE10 1ie Taken to ARXIIRAGUITe
Federal Regulatory Reguiremen
Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
|IRCRA Subtitle C - Hazardous Waste management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by|landfill, this requirement was determined to be applicable. Any|
{dentification and Listing Regulations (40 CFR Applicable the State. These reguiations include rules to identify hazardous media generated as part of monitoring activities will be tested
Parts 260-262 and 40 CFR 264.13) waste and a requirement to obtain a detailed chemical and for hazardous waste characteristics. If determined to be
PPhYSi"‘E" analysis of a representative sample of any hazardous hazardous waste, then they will be stored, transported, or
Waste wastes prior to treatment, storage, or disposal. disposed of in accordance with 40 CFR Part 264.
tBecause RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
Applicable if a waste pile |these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste landfill, if piles are used to stare hazardous waste (potenttally
RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart L, Waste Piles is used inthe remedial  |management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by [such as the excavated contaminated soils in GSA prior lo
action the State. This regulation establishes reguirements for the use of Jconsolidation into the landfill lobes), then the FDDA-4
pites for storing or treating hazardous waste. component of the selected remedy can be implemented to
. comply with this ARAR.
The goal of the pokicy is to improve water quality and address
) " water guantity problerns within Massachusetts through the The GSA-2 component of the selected remedy will be
Surface Water [MassDEP Stormwater Management Policy To be considered implementation of performance standards for stormwater designed and implemented to comply with this requirement.
management.
IMassachusetts Air Pallution Control This regulation stipulates that during construction andfer demaolition] Censtruction activities will be managed to meet the standards
Air Applicable activities, air emissions (i.e. dust, particulates, etc.) must be for visible emissions (310 CMR 7.06); dust, odor, construction,

Regulations (310 CMR 7.00)

controlled ta prevent air pollution.

and demolition (310 CMR 7.08}; and noise (310 CMR 7.10).

Sutton Brook Disposal Area SF Site
Tewksbury, Massachusetis
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Federal Regulatory Requirements and

TABLE M-8
ALTERNATIVE GSA-2
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

e s e e - S mnary Of

Wetlands Executive Order
(EQ11990), 40 CFR 6.302(a),
and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix
A

Applicable

The Wetlands Executive Order requires federal agencies to avoid
undertaking or providing assistance for new construction lacated in
wetlands unless there is no practicable altemative and the
|proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize the
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands, and preserve and
enhance natural and beneficial values of wetlands.

Under the G5A-2 component of the selected remedy, the
excavation of contaminated soil areas will occur near but outside
delineated wetland boundaries. During remedial design the effects
of remedial activities on the wetlands will be evaluated and avoided
and/or minimized. Compensatory wetlands mitigation will be
performed as necessary ta comply with this ARAR for those
unavoidable minimal impacts. Alternative GSA-2 is the least
envirgnmentally damaging practicable alternative that meets the
remedial action objectives.

Clean Water Act Section 404
Dredge and Fill Regulations
(40 CFR 230, 33 CFR 320-323

Applicable

These regulations autline the requirements far the discharge of
dredged or fill materials into surface waters including wetlands. No
activity that impacts waters of the United States shall be permitted if
a practicable altemative that has less adverse impact exists. If
there is no other practicable alternative, the impacts must be
mitigated.

Under the GSA-2 component of the selected remedy, the

axcavation of contaminated soil areas will occur near but outside

defineated wetland boundaries. During remedial design the effects

of remedial activities on the wetlands will be evaluated and
minimized. Compensatory wetlands mitigation will be performed as

|necessary to comply with this ARAR for those unavoidable minimal
impacts.

Surface Water,
Wetlands,
Floodplains

Fleodplains Executive Order
(EC11988), 40 CFR 6.302(b},
and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix
A

Applicable

The Ftoodplains Executive Order requires federal agencies to avoid
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of a
floodplain unless there is no practicable altemative and the
proposed action includes all practicable measure to reduce the risk
of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods, and to restore and
preserve the natural and beneficial values of ficodplains.

Under the GSA-2 companent of the selected remedy, available
practicable means will be used to reduce the risk of flood loss, to
minimize the impact of floods, and to restore and preserve the
floodplains.

[State Regulatory Requiremen

Massachusetts Wetlands
Reguiations (310 CMR 10.00;
MGL c. 131, Section 40:
Wetlands Protection Act)

Applicable

These regulations set performance standards for dredging, filling,
and altering of any intand wetland, the buffer zone within 100 feet of
awetland, and the riverfront area (defined as the area between the
river's mean annual high-water line and a line located 200 feet
away). The requirement also defines wetlands based on vegetation
type and requires that effects on wetlands be mitigated. Resource
areas at the Site covered by the regulations include banks,
|bordering vegetated wetlands, land under bodies of water, land
subject to floeding, riverfront and estimated habitats of rare wildlife.
Under this requirement, available altematives must be considered
that minimize the extent of adverse impacts, and mitigation
Iinc!uding restoration and/or replication is required.

Under the GSA compenent of the selected remedy, some of the
excavation of contaminated soils may occur within the 100 foot
puffer zone of wetlands. Because of the contamination in soils in
the GBSA, there is no practicable alternative to the excavation of
these contaminated soils for consolidation with the Landfill Lobes
prior to capping. All practicable means will be used to avoid or
minimize harmn to the wetland buffer zone, including erosion and
sedimentation controls and stormwater management. The wetland
buffer zone area unavoidably disturbed by remedial activities will be
mitigated, restored or preserved.

Sutton Brook Dispasal Arsa SF Site
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Surface Water,
Wetlands,
Floodplains
{Cont'd)

Massachusetts Water Quality
Certification for Discharge of
Dredged or Fill Material,
Dredging, and Dredging
Material Disposal in Waters of
the U.S. within the
Commonwealth (314 CMR
9.00)

TABLE M9
ALTERNATIVE GSA-2
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TECs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewkshury, Massachusetts

Applicable

ASuimvary-of

sgHrement - - bt A s

For discharges of dredged or fill material: there must be no
practicable alternative with less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem; appropriate and practicable steps must be taken to
avoid and minimize potential adverse impacts to wetlands and land
under water; stormwater discharges must be controlled with BMPs;
and there must not be substantial adverse impacts to the physical,
chemical, or biglogical integrity of surface waters. For dredging and
dredged material management: there must be no practicable
alternative with less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem; and

minimization are possible, then mitigate potential adverse impacts.

if avoidance is not possible then minimize, or if neither avoidance orjmitigated, restored or preserved. There would be no substantial

Under the GSA camponent of the selected remedy, some of the
excavation of contaminated soils may occur within the 100 foot
buffer zone of wetlands. Because of the contamination in soils in
the GSA, there is no practicable altemnative to the excavation of
these contaminated soils for consolidation with the Landfill Lobes
prior ta capping. All practicable means will be used to avoid or
minimize harm to the wetland buffer zone, including erosion and
sedimentation controls and stormwater management. The wetland
buffer zone area unavaidably disturbed by remedial activities will be

long-term adverse impacts o the integrity of surface waters.

{Massachusetts Waterways

Regulations (310 CMR 9.00)

Applicable

These regulations set forth criteria for work within flowed and filled
tidetands and other waterways. Waterways concerns focus on the
Jlong term viability of maring uses and protecting public rights in
tidelands, including fishing and access.

Under the GSA-2 component of the selected remedy, the
excavation of contaminated soil areas will occur near but cutside
delineated wetland boundaries. During remedial design the effects
of remedial activities on the wetlands will be evaluated and avoided
andfor minimized. Compensatory wetlands mitigation will be
performed as necessary to comply with this ARAR for those
unavoidable minimal impacts.

Other Natural
Resources

Federal Regulatory Requirements

Endangered Species Act (16
USC 1531 et seq.; 40 CFR
6.302(h); 50 CFR 402)

Applicable if encountered

This statute requires that Federal agencies avoid activities which
jeopardize threatened or endangered species or adversely modify
habitats essential to their survival. Mitigation measures should be
considered if a listed species or habitat may be jeopardized.

No endangered or threatened species have been identified at the
Site to date. If endangered or threatened species in the site area
are identified, remedial activities would avoid actions that would
adversely affect threatened or endangered species or habitats.

Mational Historic Preservation
Act (16 USC 470 et seq., 36
CFR 800}

Applicable if encountered

Pursuant to Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA, as amended,
CERCLA response actions are required to take into account the

eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

effects of the response activities on any histaric property included or

Should the GSA-2 component of the selected remedy impact
histaric properties, as determined [n the remedial design, activities
will be coordinated with the Massachusetts Historical Commission
(MHC), Ifit is determined that adverse impacts are unavoidable,
then MHC will be consulted to determine ways to minimize and/or
mitigate such adverse impacts. -

[State Regulatory Requiremen

Antiquities Act and
Regulations, Massachusetts
Historical Commission;
Protection of Properties
Inciuded in the State Register
of Historic Places (M.G.L. ch.
9, sec. 26-27; 950 CMR 70.00)

Applicable iféncounlered

These regulations require the adoption of all prudent and feasible
means to eliminate, minimize or mitigate adverse effects to historic
or archaeclogical properties, and require coordination with the
Massachusetis Historical Commission.

Should the GSA-2 companent of the selected remedy impact
historic or archaeological properties, as determined in the remedial
design, activities will be coordinated with the Massachusetts
Historical Commission {MHC). If it is determined that adverse
impacts cannot be eliminated, then MHC will be consulted to
determine ways 10 minimize and/or mitigate such adverse impacts.

Massachusetts Endangered
Species Adct, 321 CMR 10.00,
(MGL c. 1314)

Applicable if encountered

The Cormmonwealth of Massachusetis has the authority to
research, list, and protect any species deemed endangered,
threatened, or of other special concern. These species are listed
as either endangered, threatened, or species of special concern in
the regulations. Actions must be conducted in a manner that
minimizes the effect on Massachusetts-listed endangered species
and species listed by the Massachusetts Natural Heritage Program.

INo endangered or threatened species have been identified at the
Site to date. If endangered or threatened species in the site area
are identified, remedial activities would avoid actions that would
adversely affect threatened or endangered species or habitats.
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TABLE M-10
ALTERNATIVE DGGW-2

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Fiis Media sl o it
Federal Regulatory Requirements
IMCLs are enforceable standards that regulate the MCLs were used in determining groundwater preliminary
e concentration of specific organic and inorganic contaminants  |remediation goals (PRGs) for site contaminants where such
Fggﬁai)saiigm:'g%::;ﬁ;:ﬁ Levels | Relevant and appropriate that have been determinged to adversely affect human health injcontaminant levels have been established. Under the DGGW-
(MCLs) (40 CFR Part 141) |public drinking water supplies. MCLs are relevant and 2 component of the selected remedy, MNA (with a
appropriate for the groundwater at the Site because the contingency for active groundwater treatment) will over time
aquifer is a potential source of drinking water. result in the groundwater in the DGGW achieving PRGs.
RfDs were used to assess health risks due to exposure to non
RfDs are dose levels developed by EPA for use in estimating ;acgg?agb?:;r‘;:?\?\:vci:r‘ggggﬁ;?;tai;:;o S‘; zt:l::&gf
EPA Risk Reference Doses {RfDs} To be considered tSILt;:J gg:'-cc:;cmogemc risk resutting from exposure to toxic DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, MNA (with a
' contingency for active groundwater treatment) wil! over time
result in the groundwater in the DGGW achieving PRGs.
CSFs are developed by EPA for health effects assessments ol CSFs-were used to compute the "‘.“"’"’”‘?' cancer risk
" resulting from exposure ta contaminants in groundwater, and
evaluation by the Human Health Assessment Group. These in the develonment of accentable aroundwater PRG
|EPA Human Health Assessment Cancer . values present the most up-to-date cancer risk potency 0P P g
To be considered . . L concentrations. Under the DGGW-2 component of the
Siope Factors (CSFs) information and are used to compute the individual : ) .
. - . selected remedy, MNA (with a contingency for active
incremental cancer risk resulting from expasure to . N .
carcinogens. groungwa:er !re:ahtmgggwl ov:_r tl_rne ;’e:élt in the
groundwaler in the achieving 5.
Groundwater |Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk ) . o .
Assessment (EPA/G30/P-03/001F To be considered Guidance values were used to evaluate the patential Cancer risks identified will be addressed by the DGGW-2
March 2005) ' carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to contaminants. component of the selected remedy.
Supplemental Guidance for Assessing . .
o . Guidance values were used to evaluate the potential ) L . :
Susceptibility from Early-Life Exposure To be considered carcinogenic hazard to children caused by exposure to Child cancer risks identified will be addressed by the DGGW-2

to Carcinogens (EPA/630/R-03/003F,
March 2005)

contaminants.,

component of the selected remedy.

EPA Office of Water, Drinking Water
Health Advisories EPA 822-R-06-013

Ta be considerad

Health Advisories {HAs) are estimates of acceptable drinking
water levels for chemical substances based on health affects
information; an HA is not a legally enforceable Federal
standard, but serves as technical guidance to assist federal,
state and local officials. HAs were used if constituents did not
have promulgated MCLs.

HAs were used to develop acceptable groundwater PRG
concentrations. Under the DGGW-2 companent of the
selected remedy, MNA (with a contingency for active
groundwater treatment) will over time result in the
Jgroundwater in the DGGW achieving PRGs.

State Regulatory Requirements

jMassachusetts Groundwater Quality
Standards (314 CMR 6.00)

Applicable

These standards consist of ground water classifications, which
designate and assign the uses for which the varicus ground
waters of the Commonwealth shall be maintained and
protected; water quality criteria necessary to sustain the
designated uses; and regulations necessary to achieve the
designated uses or maintain the existing ground water quality.
The GWQSs set numeric limits for cerain contaminants as
well as a pH range. They were used when they were more
stringent than Federal MCLs.

Groundwater beneath the Site is mapped in a potentially
{productive aquifer with the potential for potable water use.
Under the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, MNA
{with a contingency for active groundwater treatment) will over
time result in the groundwater in the DGGW achieving PRGs.

Sutton Brook Disposal Area SF Site
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Massachusetts Drinking Water
Standards (310 CMR 22.00)

Groundwater
{Cont'd)

TABLE M-10
ALTERNATIVE DGGW-2

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewkshury, Massachusetts

Relevant and appropriate

LT, T yiof Re

v s e e

These standards establish Massachusetts MCLs for organic
and inorganic contaminants that have been determined to
adversely affect human health in public drinking water
systems. The aquifer on-site is not a public water system, but
these requirements are R&A because the aquifer has the
potential to be used as a source of drinking water. These
requirements were used when they were more stringent than
Federal MCLs.

Under the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, MNA
{with a contingency for active groundwater treatment) will over
time result in the groundwater in the DGGW achieving PRGs.

JMassachusetts DEP Office of Research
and Standards Guidelines {ORSGs)

To be considered

The Massachusets DEP Office of Research and Standards
issues guidance for chemicals other than those with
Massachusetts MCLs in drinking water. ORSGs are
concentration of chemicals in drinking water, at or below
which, adverse health effects are unlikely to occur after
chronic (lifetime} exposure. These guidance values were use

when constituents did not have promulgated MCLs.

Under the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, MNA
{with a contingency for active groundwater treatment) will over
time result in the groundwater in the DGGW achieving PRGs.

Sutton Brook Oisposal Area SF Site
Tewksbury, Massachusetts
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Federal Regulatory equ:reents

TABLE M-11
ALTERNATIVE DGGW-2
ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

d RS

RCRA Subtitte C - Hazardous Waste
Identification and Listing Regulations (40 CFR
Parts 260-262 and 40 CFR 264.13)

Applicable

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. These regulations include rules to identify hazardous
waste and a requirement to obtain a detailed chemical and
physical analysis of a representative sample of any hazardous
wastes prior to treatrnent, storage, or disposal.

|Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
landfill, this requirement was determined o be applicable. Any|
media generated as part of monitoning activities and
groundwater extraction and treatment will be tested for
hazardous waste characteristics. If determined to be
hazardous waste, then they will be siored, transported, or
disposed of in accordance with 40 CFR Part 264,

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart |, Use and
Management of Containers

Applicable if containers
are used in the remedial
action

Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adapted by
the State. This regulation establishes requirements for the storage
of containers of hazardous waste.

Because RCRA-type {listed or characteristic) hazardous
wastes wera disposed of at the Site during the operation of the
landfill, if the active groundwater treatment contingency is
needed for the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy
and if a container is used to store hazardous waste, then
DGGW-2 will be implemented 1o comply with this ARAR.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart J, Tank Systems
Waste

Applicable if tank systems
are used in the remedial

|Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer
these RCRA standards through its stale hazardous waste
management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by

Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
wastes were disposed of at the Site during the cperaticn of the
landfill, if the aclive groundwater treatment contingency is
needed for the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy

IRCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart X, Miscellaneous
Units

action the State. This regulation establishes requirements for the use of and if a tank system is used to store hazardous waste, then
tank systems for storing or reating hazardous waste. DGGW-2 will be implemented to comply with this ARAR.
Massachusetts has been delegated the authority to administer Because RCRA-type (listed or characteristic) hazardous
Applicable if these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste wastes were disposed of at the Site during the operation of the

miscellanecus units are
used in the remedial
action

management regulations. These provisions have been adopted by
the State. This regulation establishes requirements for the use of
miscellaneous units for freating, storing, or disposing of hazardous
waste.

landfill, if the active groundwater treatment contingency is
needed for the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy
and if a miscellaneous unit is used to store hazardous waste,
then DGGW-2 will be implemented to comply with this ARAR.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart AA, Air Emission
Standards for Process Vents

Applicable i threshaolds
are met

This regulation esfablishes air emission standards for process
vents, closed-vent systems, and eontrol devices at hazardous
waste facilities.

|If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, if a process
vent is used in the remedial action and if applicable thresholds
are met, then air emission controls will be implemented during
groundwater treatment to comply with this regulation.

RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart BB, Air Emission
Standards for Equipment Leaks

Applicable if threshalds
are met

This regulation contains air pollutant emission standards for
equipment leaks at hazardous waste TSD fagilities. This subpart
appiies to equipment that contains or contacts hazardous wastes
with organic concentrations of at least 10 percent by weight.

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if
equipment covered by this standard is used in the remedial
action and handles hazardous wastes at concentrations that
meet this rule's threshold, then a leak detection and rapair
program will be implemented during groundwater treatment to
comply with this regulation.

Sutton Brock Disposal Area SF Site
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RCRA 40 CFR 264 Subpart CC, Air Emission
Standards for Tanks, Surface impoundments
and Containers

Waste (cont'd)

TABLE M-11
ALTERNATIVE DGGW-2

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Applicable if thresholds
are met

This regulation establishes air emission standards for facilities that
treat, store, or dispose hazardous wastes in tanks, surface
impoundments, or containers. -

Any media generated as part of monitoring activities and
groundwater treatment (if the contingency is needed) will be
tested for hazardous waste characteristics. If determined to
be hazardous waste, then they will be stored, transported, or
disposed of in accordance with 40 CFR Part 264. If a tank or
container Is used in the remedial action and if applicable
threshaolds are met, then air emission controls will be
implemented during groundwater treatment to comply with this
regulation.

RCRA 40 CFR 254 Subpart DD, Containment
Buildings

Applicable

This regulation contains design, operating, closure and post-
closure standards and requirements for the storage and freatment
of hazardous waste in containment buildings.

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if a
building is used to house treatment equipment, then the
design, operation, closure, and past-closure of the treatment
building for DGGW-2 will comply with this regutation.

Federal ﬁegulatory Requiraments

Clean Water Act Section 402 National
|Pollutant Discharge Efimination System
(NPDES} (40 CFR Part 122-125 and 131)

Applicable

This act and reguiations establish discharge limitations, monitoring
requirements, and best management practices. Point-source
discharges of effluent to surface water must comply with NPDES
requirements (e.g., federal and state ambient water quality criteria
(AWQC)).

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, on-site
discharges fo surface waters, including Sutton Brook and
adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive discharge
standards. These discharge limitations shall also be used to
develop monitoring standards for surface waters.

Clean Water Act {CWA) Ambient Water Quality]
Criteria (AWQC) (33 USC 1251 af seq ) (40
CFR 122.44)

Surface Water

Relevant and appropriate

Federal AWQC are recommended (non-enforceable) criteria
published by EPA and provided to the States. AWQC are listed for
protection of ecological and human heatth for approximately 160
centaminants. AWQC are used in establishing State water quality
standards.

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if treated
groundwaiter is discharged to surface water, it will be treated
as needed to comply with State waler quality standards based
on AWQC., Surface water monitoring will be performed.
These standards will be used to help assess the effectiveness
of the groundwater treatment.

Clean Water Act (CWA) Prefreatment
Regulations for Discharges tc a POTW (40

Applicable if treated

groundwater is discharged

These regulations prohibit the intreduction of pollutants into a
|publicly owried treatment works (POTW) and has prefreaiment

hlf the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DEGW-2 companent of the selected remedy and if treated
groundwater is discharged to the local POTW, it will be treated

3.00; MGL €. 21 Sections 26-53)

wastewater to surface waters must meet effluent discharge limits
established by this program.

CFR Part 403 {o the POTW requirements for sources to a POTW as need to comply with these pretreatment requirements.
State Regulatory Requirements

This act and program establish the requirements intended to I:L?gggﬁ-g '::r;dw:é?‘rt torfm‘:::eﬁggnrg?nng 'sor::::d for
Mass. Clean Waters Act - MassDEP Surface maintain the quality of surface waters by controliing the direct discharges to su rfapge s including Sutton g;ook and
Water Discharge Permit Program (314 CMR Applicable discharge of pollutants fo surface waters. Direct discharge of g ' g

adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive discharge
standards. These discharge limitations shall also be used 10
develop monitoring standards for surface waters.

Sution Brook Disposal Area SF Site
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Surface Water
(Cont'd)

Massachusetts Surface Water Quality
Standards (314 CMR 4.00)

TABLE M-11
ALTERNATIVE DGGW-2

ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Applicable

The Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards designate
the most sensitive uses for which the various waters of the
Commonwealth shall be enhanced, maintained and protected;
which prescribe the minimum water quality criteria required to
sustain the designated uses; and which contain regulations
necessary ¢ achieve the designated uses and maintain existing
water quality including, where appropriate, the prohibition of
discharges. These regulations limit or prohibit discharges of

standards of the receiving waters are protected and maintained or
attained.

|pollutants to surface waters to ensure that the surface water quality

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, on-site
discharges to surface waters, including Sutton Brook and
adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substaniive discharge
standards. These discharge fimitations shall also be used to
develop monitoring standards for surface waters.

IMassDEP Surface Water Discharge Permit
Program (314 CMR 3.00)

Applicable

These regulations are intended to protect surface water bodies in
the Commanwealth by regulating the discharge into them. Direct
discharges of wastewater to surface waters must meet effluent
discharge limits established by this program.

{If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, on-site
discharges 1o surface waters, including Sutton Brook and
adjacent wetlands, shall meet these substantive discharge
standards. These discharge limitations shall also be used to
develop monitoring standards for surface waters.

Massachusetts Pretreatment Standards for
Discharges to Wastewater Treatment Works
(314 CMR 12.00)

Applicable

These regulations prohibit the introduction of poliutants into a
publicly owned treatment warks (FOTW} and has pretreatment
requirements for sources to a POTW

IF the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if treated
groundwater is discharged to the local POTW, it will be treated
as need to comply with these pretreatment requirements.

Groundwater

Federal Regulatory Requirements

RCRA Subtitle C - Releases from Solid Waste
Management Units (40 CFR Subpart F,
264.95 and 264.96(a) and (c})

Applicable

These regulations identify specific monitoring requirements
applicable to hazardous waste facllities, including specifying the
point of compliance at which the groundwater protection standards
apply and at which manitering must be conducted, as well as
specifying the compliance peried during which the groundwater
protection standard applies.

The DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy will be
implermented to comply with these requirements. Because
EPA has determined that the paint of compliance at which the
groundwater protection standards apply is the edge of the
waste management unit (the landfill iobes), these standards
will be met throughout the DGGW area.

Underground injection (40 CFR Part 144)

Relevant and appropriate

These regulations provide regulatery compliance standards for
treatrnent facilities that inject wastes underground. The use at
{wells to dispose of hazardous waste is prohibited.

If the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if the
performance of the DGGW-2 component of the selected
remedy utilizes underground injection for the treated
groundwater ar uses an infiltration gallery or any other system
that disposes of freatment water or waste into groundwater as
the remediation technolegy, groundwater will be treated to be
non-hazardous prior to subsurface discharge.

Final OSWER Directive "Use of Manitored
Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA
Corrective Action, and Underground Storage
Tank Sites (OSWER Dir. 9200.4-17P, 4/12/99)

To be considered

This guidance sets criteria for avaluating monitered natural
attenuation as a remedy at, among others, Superfund sites.

For the DGGW-2 companent of the selected remedy,
monitered natural attenuation was determined to be
appropriate in accordance with this TBC. Under DGGW-2,
contaminant levels in the groundwater plume undemeath the
DGGW area will be monitored consistent with this guidance.
Active groundwater treatment is retained as a contingency if
determined to be necessary as described in Part 2 of the
ROD.
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State Regulatory Requirements

TABLE M-11
ALTERNATIVE DGGW-2
ACTION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetis

MassDEP Underground Injection Control

These regulations are inlended to protect underground sources of
drinking water by regulating the underground injection of

|If the active groundwater freatment contingency is needed for
the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if the
performance of the DGGW-2 component of the selected
remedy utilizes underground injection for the treated

Regulations (310 CMR 7.00)

controlled to prevent air pollution.

Regulations (310 CMR 27.00} Applicable hazardous wastes, ﬂulds_used fgr extracthn of mmeral_s, ol and groundwater or uses an infiltration gallery or any cther system
energy, and any other fluids having potential to contaminate . : ;
groundwater. that dlspos_e§ of treatment water or waste tr!to groundwater as
the remediation technelogy, groundwater wilf be treated to be
Groundwater non-hazardous prior 1o subsurface discharge.
(Cont'd) if the active groundwater treatment contingency is needed for
. . ) the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if this
2:;;Iﬁgt‘{:ﬁsZ?:;‘:_J::ﬁJ;ﬂ:iiﬁhﬁggzﬁmgﬁlg t:!t; contingent remedy utilizes underground injection, infiltration
|MassDEP Groundwater Discharge Permit Applicable Commonwealth fo assure that these wata rotected for their gallery or any other system that disposes of treatment water or
Program (314 CMR 5.00) prica highest potential Th else“ A rsta;'feﬂp ° tfimnit for he' waste into groundwater as the remediation technalogy,
d:g ;:rgp;; pc?lluut:?n ts lo?;;ﬁg:zt;ns se uent limits for the groupdwater wili be treated to meet the substantive
’ requirements of these regulations prior o subsurface
discharge.
Massachusetts Well Decommissioning Applicable These regulations provide for certain notification requirements These regulations will be followed to the extent that the
Regquirements (313 CMR 3.03) pplica upon well abandonment. alternative invalves decommissioning any wells.
Federal Regulatory Requirements
Clean Air Act National Emissions Standards for] These regulations set standards for emissions of 189 Hazardous If the active groundwater treatment contingency is negdgd for
Hazardous Air Pollutants {NESHAPS), 40 CFR Applicable air Pollutants that are listed in Section 112(b)(1) of the Clean Air | 1c CGGW-2 companent of the selected remedy and if air -
Part 61 ' Act stripping is used and any of the 189 hazardous air poliutants
. are emitted, then DGGW-2 will comply with this ARAR.
_ This OSWER directive establishes guidance on the control of air | the active groundwaler treatment contingency is needed for
OSWER Directive 9355.0-28, Air Stripper To be considered  |omigsions from air strippers used at Superfund sites for the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if air
Control Guidance, 7/12/89 groundwater treatment. stripping is used, then DGGW-2 will comply with this policy.
State Regulatory Requirements
If the active groundwalter treatment contingency is needed for
. . ’ These regulations set primary and secondary standards for the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if air
Alr l?;?gsg:::s: gg)}\mblem Air Qualty Standards Applicable emissions of sulfur oxides, particulate matter, carbon monoxide, |[stripping is used, then DGGW-2 will comply with this policy.
) ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and lead. Na air emissions from remedial treatment will cause ambient
air guality standards to be exceeded.
IMassDEP Revised Ambient Air Guidelines ! Th.': c:pcument preg.ents Ma:sDiP § revised ambient alr_ N The DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy will be
{December 6, 1995) Tobeconsidered  [guidelines, presenting the Threshoki Effects Exposure Limits designed and implemented to comply with thés policy.
[TELs) and Allowable Ambient Limits {AALS).
Construction activities will be managed to meet the standards
for visible emissians (310 CMR 7.06); dust, odor, construction,
|Massachusetts Air Pollution Control This reguiation stipulates that during construction and/or dem"tion';nedadc‘::l‘\: |:rz:r52:vggm‘:a;?nge}r‘1ta ggn‘:i?'g:n(:; ?sirei:;f?))r !
Applicable aclivities, air emissions {i.e. dust, parficulates, etc.) must be

the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy and if air
stripping is used, then DGGW-2 will comply with this ARAR.
COdar emissions from the groundwater treatment air stripper
will be controlled with best available control technology.
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TABLE M-12
ALTERNATIVE DGGW-2
LOCATION SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

L g PRSP

Wetlands Executive Order
(EO11990}, 40 CFR 6.302(a},
and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix
A

Applicabie

The Wellands Execulive Crder requires federal agencies 1o avoid
undertaking or providing assistance for new construction located in
wetlands unless there is ne practicable attemative and the proposed
action includes all practicable measures to minimize the destruction,
kiss, or degradation of wetlands, and preserve and enhance natural
and beneficial values of wetlands.

If the active groundwater treatment contingency for the DGGW-2
component of the selected remedy is needed, the instaliation of
wells and possible treatment plant may unavoidably impact
wetlands. During remedial design, the effects of remedial activities
on the wetiands will be evaluated and minimized. Compensatory
wetlands mitigation will be performed as necessary to comply with
Jthis ARAR for those unavoidable minimal impacts.

Surface Water,

Clean Water Act Section 404
Dredge and Fill Reguiations
(40 CFR 230, 33 CFR 320~
323)

Applicable

These regulations outline the requirements for the discharge of
dredged or fill materials into surface waters including wellands. No
aclivity that impacts waters of the United States shall be permitied i
a practicable aftemnative that has less adverse impact exists, i
there is no other practicable atternative, the impacts must be
mitigated.

If the active groundwater treatment contingency for the DGGW-2
cormponent of the selected remedy is needed, the installation of
welis and possible treatment plant may unavoidably impact
wetlands. During remedial design, the effects of remedial activities
on the wetlands will be evaluated and avoided and/or minimized.
Cornpensatory weilands mitigation will be performed as necessary
to comply with this ARAR for those unavoidable minimal impacts.
Allemative DBGGW-2 is the least environmentally damaging
practicable altemative thal meets the remedial action objectives.

Wetlands.
Floodplains

Floodplains Executive Order
(EC11988), 40 CFR 6.302(b),
and 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix
A

Applicable

The Floodplains Executive Order requites federal agencies to avoid
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification af a
floodplain unless there is no practicable allernative and the
proposed action includes all practicable measure to reduce the nisk
of floed |oss, to minimize the impact of fioods, and to restora and
preserve the natural and beneficial values of floodplains.

Under the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, available
practicable means will be used to reduce the risk of flood loss, to
minimize the impact of floods, and to restore and preserve the
floodplains. In areas where the [andfill cover will result in the filling in
of areas within the 100-year floodplain, there will be a replication of
100-year floodplain space equivalent to the amount loss by the final
cover. Stormwater management basins will be designed to
minimize the impact of floods.

RCRA Fleodplain Restrictions
for Hazardous Waste Facilities
{40 CFR 264.18(b))

Relevant and Appropnate

These regulations require that a hazardous waste facility localed in
a 100-year floodplain must be designed, constructed, operated, and
maintained to prevent washout by a 100-year storm.

{maintained with all available practicable means to reduce the risk of

[be a replicalion of 100-year floedplain space equivalent to the

Under the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, hazardous
waste facility, including the the contingent remedy’s possible
treatment plant, will be designad, constructed, operated, and

flocd loss, to minimize the impact of floods, and 1o restore and
preserve the flogdplains. In areas whare the treatment plant will
result in the filling in of areas within the 100-year floodptain, there will|

amount loss. Stormwater management basins will be designed to
minimize the impact of fluods. Any structures will be designed to
withstand the effects of a 100-year starm.
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TABLE M-12
ALTERNATIVE DGGW-2
LOCATICN SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs
Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

: pnrorctatun L v st Suesmany of Requiremant. it bk f il s Actions bo b T akar 5 ALt
tate Regulatory Requirements

These regulations set perfformance standands for dredging, fling,
and altering of any inland wetland, the buffer zane within 100 feel of
a wetland, and the riverfront area (defined as the area between the
tiver's mean annual high-water line and a line located 200 feet
away}. The requirement also defines wetlands based on vegetation . " .
Regulations {310 CMR 10.00; Aoplicable type and requires that effects on wetlands be miligated, Resource ;dw.e grrfoun‘dwaer tfeatbr: ent cop:nger_lcy s "::di‘fl' we::?nd::nd
MGL ¢. 131, Section 40: pplt areas at the Site covered by the regulations include banks, @ rive ’.°" area may _unavol_ ? ty impacted. practica
Wellands Protection Act) bordering vegetated wetlands, land under bodies of water, land | e 1S Will be used 0 avoid or minimize ham to the wetland buffer
subject to flooding, riverfront and estimated habitats of rare wildiife. zone and the riverfront area, induding erosion and sedimentation

Under this requirement, available alternatives must be considered J:::gl: :23;:?{:::2&; ;::z%::;ﬂ ;.is;l;he wel Sar::n?;::rl ::j;li\e'iﬁes
that minimize the extent of adverse impacts, and mitigation including ¥

restaration and/cr replication is required. will be mitigated, restored or preserved.

Under the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, the
installation of wells and possible treatment plant (if the aclive
groundwater treatment contingency is needed) will occur within the
100 foot buffer zone of wetlands and the riverfront area. If the

M b tts Wetland

Under the DGGW-2 component of the selecled remedy, the

For discharges of dredged or fill material: there must be no installation of wells and possible treatment plant (if the active
Massachusetts Water Quality praclicable altemati\fe with less aqvetse impact on the aquatic groundwater ireatment contingency is nee_ded) will cocur within the
Centfication for Discharge of eco_system; gp_pr_opnate ar!d pracilcab!e steps must be taken to 10q foot buffer zone of wetlands and the n\{erfront area. Ifthe
Surface Water, Dredged or Fill Material avoid and minimize potent!al adverse impacts ta wetlands' and land acilvg groundwater treatment contingency is needed, wetlands and
Wetlands, Dredging, and Dredg'rngl ) under water, stormwaler dlscha_rges must be controlled with BI_AF's: the nven‘r_om area may be_unavo{dgb_ly impacted. All practicable
Floodplains Material ﬁispnsal in Waters of Applicable and ﬂ'_nere mugt no1_be _substf-:ntlal adverse impacts to the ph_ysmal. means will be l_Jsed o avoid or minimize ha!'rn ta the wt_atland b_uﬂ‘er
(Cont'd) ihe U.S. within the chemical, or bickegical integrity of surface waters. For c!redglng and fzone and the riverfront area, including erasion and sedimentation
CDmr'nc;nwearlh (314 CMR dredged material management: there must be no practicable controls and stormwater management. The wetland buffer zene
9.00) alternative with less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosysiem; and |area and riverfront area unavoidably disturbed by remedial activities

if avoidance is not passible then minimize, or if neither avoidance or |will be mitigated, restored or preserved. There wauld be no
minimization are possible, then mitigate potential adverse impacts. |substantial long-term adverse impacis ta the integrity of surface

|t the active groundwater ireatment contingency for the DGGW-2
component of the selected remedy is needed, the installation of

These regulations set forth criteria for work within flowed and filled wells and possible treatment plant may unavoidably impact

|Massachusetis Wateraays tidelands and other watervays. Waterways concems focus on the

. Applicable L A - L ] wetlands. Dhuring remedial design, the effects of remedial activities
Regulations (310 CMR 8.00) PR l%ngl ie;m \_fnlzlbﬂ;ty ofﬁm:ﬂne u.:les and pratecting public rights in on the wetlan ds?vill be evaluategd and avoided andfor minimized.
idelands, including Tishing and access. Compensatory wellands mitigation wil be performed as necessary
to comply with this ARAR for thosae unavoidable minimal impacts,
Under the DGGW-2 component of the selected remedy, any
Massachusetts Hazardous Thess regulations set for'th crileria for siting hazardous waste hazardous waste facility, including the the contingent remedy's
Waste Rules, Facilty Location Appicable facilittes within Land Subject 1o Flooding (as defined under the possible treatment plant, within Land Subject to Flooding and
Standards {3'10 CMR 30.700) |Massachusetts Wetlands Protection standards); surface water patential public water supply area, will be designed, constructed,
) supplies; and actual, planned, or potential public water supplies operated, and maintained to prevent a release of hazardous waste
within the protected resource area.
Sutton Brook Disposal Area SF Site Recard of Dacision
Tewksbury, Massachusatts September 2007
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Cther Natural
Resources

TABLE M-12
ALTERNATIVE DGGW-2
LOCATICN SPECIFIC ARARs and TBCs

Sutton Brook Disposal Area Superfund Site, Tewksbury, Massachusetts

Endangered Species Act (16
USE 1531 el seq.; 40 CFR
6.302(h); 50 CFR 402}

Applicable if #ncountered

This statute requires that Federal agencies avoid activilies which
jeopardize threatened or endangered species or adversely modify
habitats essential to their survival. Mitigation measures should be
considered if 3 listed $pecies or habitat may be jeopardized.

No endangered or threatened species have been identified at the
Site to date. If endangered or threatened species in the site area
are identified, remedial activities would aveid actions that would
adversely affect threatened or endangered species or habitats.

National Hisloric Preservation
Act {16 USC 470 el seq., 36
CFR B00O)

Applicable if encountered

Pursuant lo Sections 106 and 110(f) of the NHPA, a5 amended,
CERCLA response actions are required to take inte account the
effects of the response activities on any historic praperty induded or
eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places.

Should the DGGW-2 companent of the selected remedy impact
historic properties, as determined in the remedial design, aclivities
will be coordinated with the Massachusetts Histarical Commission
(MHC). ¥ il is determined that adverse impacis are unavoidable,
then MHC will be consulted to determine ways to minimize and/or
‘mitigate such adverse impacts.

igta‘ba Regulator;-Requiremems

Antiquities Act and
Regulations; Massachusetts
Historical Commission;
Pratection of Properties.
Included in the State Register
of Historic Places (M.G.L.ch. 9
sec. 26-27; 950 CMR 70.00)

Applicable if encountered

These regulations require the adoption of all prudent and feasible
means to eliminate, minimize or mitigate adverse effects to historic
or archaeclogical properties, and require coordination with the
Massachusetts Historical Commission.

Should the BGGW-2 component of the selected remedy impact
historic: or archaeological properlies, as determined in the remedial
design, activities will be coordinated with the Massachusetis
Historical Commission (MHC). If it is determined that adverse
limpacts cannot be eliminated, then MHC will be consutted to
determine ways to minimize and/or mitigate such adverse impacts.

Massachusetts Endangered
Species Act, 321 CMR 10.00,
(MGL c. 131A)

Applicable if encountered

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has the authority to
research, list, and proilect any species deemed endangered,
threatened, or of other special concern. These species are listed as
either endangered, threatened, or species of special concem in the
regulations. Actions must be conducted in a manner that minimizes
the effect on Massachusetts-isted endangered species and species
listed by the Massachusetis Natural Heritage Program.

No endangered or threatened species have been identified at the
Site 1o date. if endangared or threatened species in the site area
are identified, remedial activities would avoid actions that would
adversely affect threatened or endangered species or habitats.
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Introduction to the Collection

This is the administrative record for the Sutton Brook Superfund Site, Tewksbury, MA, Operable
Unit 1, Record of Decision (ROD), released September, 2007. The file contains site-specific
documents and a list of guidance documents used by EPA staff in selecting a response action at
the site.

This administrative record should replace the Proposed Plan for Record of Decision
administrative record file dated June 2007. This file includes, by reference, the administrative
record file for the Sutton Brook Removal Action, issued July 20, 2000.

The administrative record file is available for review at:

EPA New England Office of Tewksbury Public Library
Site Remediation & Restoration 300 Chandler Street

(OSRR) Records and Information Center Tewksbury, MA 01876

1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HSC) (978) 640-4490 (phone)
Boston, MA 02114 http://www.tewksburypl.org/

(by appointment)

617-918-1440 (phone)

617-918-1223 (fax)
www.epa.gov/region01/superfund/resource/records.htm

Questions about this administrative record file should be directed to the EPA New England site
manager.

An administrative record file is required by the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA).
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Author: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 07/01/2005 4 of Pages: 3
Addressee:  poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06
Doc Type: REPORT
273553 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) AUGUST 2005
(9/14/2005 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)
Author: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 08/01/2005  #of Pages: 3
Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06
Doc Type: REPORT
273554 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) SEPTEMBER
2005 (10/14/2005 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)
Author: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 09/01/2005 4 of Pages: 4
Addressee:  poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06

Doc Type: REPORT




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***For External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

273527 REVIEW BY EPA OF RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE MARCH 2005 DRAFT PHASE 1A REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION (RI) DELIVERABLE

10/1/2007
Page 6 of 24

Author: USEPA REGION 1 Doc Date: 09/22/2005 # of Pages: 9
Addressee:
File Break: 03.06
Doc Type: MEMO
273528 COMMENTS ON THE "RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE MARCH 2005 DRAFT PHASE 1A REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION (RI) DELIVERABLE"
Author:  USEPA REGION 1 Doc Date: 09/22/2005 #of Pages: 3
Addressee:
File Break: 03.06
Doc Type: LETTER
273555 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) OCTOBER
2005 (11/14/2005 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)
Author: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 10/01/2005 # of Pages: 3
Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06
Doc Type: REPORT
273556 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) NOVEMBER
2005 (12/14/2005 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)
Author: KARL D KASPAR  WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 11/01/2005 # of Pages: 4

Addressee:  poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1

Doc Type: REPORT

File Break: 03.06




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***For External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

273557 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) DECEMBER
2005 (1/14/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN

Addressee: poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1

Doc Type: REPORT

Doc Date: 12/01/2005

File Break: 03.06

10/1/2007
Page 7 of 24

# of Pages: 3

273558 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) JANUARY
2006 (2/14/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN

Addressee:  poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1

Doc Type: REPORT

Doc Date: 01/01/2006

File Break: 03.06

# of Pages: 3

273559 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) FEBRUARY
2006 (3/14/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN

Addressee:  HoN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1

Doc Type: REPORT

Doc Date: 02/01/2006

File Break: 03.06

# of Pages: 3

273560 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION/ FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) MARCH 2006
(4/14/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN

Addressee:  poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1

Doc Type: REPORT

Doc Date: 03/01/2006

File Break: 03.06

# of Pages: 3




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***For External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

273561 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) APRIL 2006
(5/12/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: JEFFREY AHAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN
Addressee: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN

DON MCELROY US EPAREGION 1

Doc Type: REPORT

Doc Date: 04/01/2006

File Break: 03.06

10/1/2007
Page 8 of 24

# of Pages: 3

273562 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) MAY 2006
(6/14/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: JEFFREY AHAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN
Addressee: KARL D KASPAR WOODARD & CURRAN

DON MCELROY US EPAREGION 1

Doc Type: REPORT

Doc Date: 05/01/2006

File Break: 03.06

# of Pages: 3

273563 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) JUNE 2006
(7/14/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: JEFFREY AHAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN

Addressee: poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1

Doc Type: REPORT

Doc Date: 06/01/2006

File Break: 03.06

# of Pages: 3




AR Collection: 11866 10/1/2007
ROD Admin. Record Page 9 of 24

AR Collection QA Report
***For External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

273564 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) JULY 2006
(8/14/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 07/01/2006 # of Pages: 3

Addressee: poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06

Doc Type: REPORT

273565 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) AUGUST 2006
(9/15/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 08/01/2006 # of Pages: 3

Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06

Doc Type: REPORT

273566 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) SEPTEMBER
2006 (10/13/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 09/01/2006 # of Pages: 3

Addressee’ poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06

Doc Type: REPORT

273567 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) OCTOBER
2006 (11/14/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 10/01/2006 # of Pages: 3

Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06

Doc Type: REPORT




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

273568 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) NOVEMBER
2006 (12/14/2006 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

10/1/2007
Page 10 of 24

Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 11/01/2006 # of Pages: 3
Addressee:
DON MCELROY USEPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06
Doc Type: REPORT
273569 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) DECEMBER
2006 (1/12/2007 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)
Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 12/01/2006 # of Pages: 3
Addressee:
DON MCELROY USEPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06

Doc Type: REPORT

273532 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM, NOVEMBER 2006 SEDIMENT SAMPLE COLLECTION - SOUTHERN
TRIBUTARY

Author:  WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 12/05/2006
Addressee:
File Break: 03.02

Doc Type: REPORT

# of Pages: 23

273570 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) JANUARY
2007 (2/14/2007 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 01/01/2007

Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06

Doc Type: REPORT

# of Pages: 19




AR Collection: 11866 10/1/2007
ROD Admin. Record Page 11 of 24

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)
273531 TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM, NOVEMBER 2006 SEDIMENT SAMPLE COLLECTION - DEEP MARSH

Author: WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 01/08/2007 #of Pages: 27
Addressee:
File Break: 03.02

Doc Type: REPORT

273530 TOXICITY TEST RESULTS - SOUTHERN TRIBUTARY SEDIMENTS

Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 01/18/2007 # of Pages: 2

Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.02

Doc Type: SAMPLING DATA

273519 SAMPLING DATA FOR 19 BEMIS CIRCLE

Author: PAUL GIDDINGS MA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION - COMMISSIONER Doc Date: 01/29/2007 #of Pages: 25
Addressee:
File Break: 02.03

Doc Type: SAMPLING DATA

273571 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) FEBRUARY
2007 (3/15/2007 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)

Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 02/01/2007 # of Pages: 3

Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06

Doc Type: REPORT




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

273576 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILTY STUDY (RI/FS), VOLUME 1 OF 5, REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT

Author:  WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 02/01/2007

Addressee:
File Break: 03.06
Doc Type: REM INVEST/FS STUDY (RI/FS)

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

REPORT

10/1/2007
Page 12 of 24

# of Pages: 342

273577 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILTY STUDY (RI/FS), VOLUME 2 OF 5, REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION (RI) REPORT, APPENDICES

Author:  WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 02/01/2007

Addressee:
File Break: 03.06
Doc Type: REM INVEST/FS STUDY (RI/FS)

REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

REPORT

# of Pages: 3244

273533 COMMENTS ON "TRANSMITTAL OF TOXICITY TEST RESULTS - TRIBUTARY SEDIMENTS"

Author: DON MCELROY US EPA REGION 1 Doc Date: 02/06/2007

Addressee:
File Break: 03.02

Doc Type: MEMO

# of Pages: 1




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)
273521 COMMENTS FOR TRANSMITTAL TO NATIONAL REMEDY REVIEW BOARD

Author: RICH DOHERTY ENGINEERING & CONSULTING RESOURCES, INC

Addressee: poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1

Doc Type: LETTER

Doc Date: 03/01/2007

File Break: 03.06

10/1/2007
Page 13 of 24

# of Pages: 10

273529 REVIEW BY EPA OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) BASELINE RISK
ASSESSMENT (HUMAN HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT (HHRA) PORTION)

Author: US EPA REGION 1 Doc Date: 03/01/2007 # of Pages: 6
Addressee:
File Break: 03.10
Doc Type: MEMO
273572 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) MARCH 2007
(4/12/2007 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)
Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 03/01/2007 # of Pages: 3

Addressee:  HoN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1

Doc Type: REPORT

File Break: 03.06

273522 COMMENTS OF PERFORMING PRPS RELATING TO REMEDY REVIEW BOARD PROCESS

Author:  SUTTON BROOK SITE PERFORMING PRPS
Addressee:  NATIONAL REMEDY REVIEW BOARD

Doc Type: MEMO

Doc Date: 03/27/2007

File Break: 03.06

# of Pages: 10




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)
273523 REMEDY REVIEW BOARD PACKAGE

10/1/2007
Page 14 of 24

Author: JAY NAPARSTEK MA DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Doc Date: 03/27/2007 # of Pages: 2
Addressee: poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06
Doc Type: LETTER
273573 MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) APRIL 2007
(5/14/2007 TRANSMITTAL ATTACHED)
Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 04/01/2007 # of Pages: 4
Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 03.06

Doc Type: REPORT

273578 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILTY STUDY (RI/FS), VOLUME 3 OF 5, REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT

Author:  WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 05/01/2007

Addressee:
File Break: 03.10
Doc Type: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

REM INVEST/FS STUDY (RI/FS)

REPORT

# of Pages: 499




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

03: REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)

273579 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILTY STUDY (RI/FS), VOLUME 4 OF 5, REMEDIAL
INVESTIGATION / FEASIBILITY STUDY (RI/FS) BASELINE RISK ASSESSMENT, APPENDICES

10/1/2007
Page 15 of 24

Author: WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 05/01/2007 # of Pages: 2834
Addressee:
File Break: 03.10
Doc Type: REM INVEST/FS STUDY (RI/FS)
REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION (RI)
REPORT
04: FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)
273537 RESPONSES TO EPA'S MARCH 14, 2007 COMMENTS ON THE PHASE 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)
Author: WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 01/01/1111 #of Pages: 9
Addressee:
File Break: 04.06
Doc Type: MEMO
273534 REVIEW BY EPA OF PHASE 1 FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) DEVELOPMENT AND INITIAL SCREENING OF
ALTERNATIVES REPORT
Author: US EPA REGION 1 Doc Date: 09/22/2006 # of Pages: 7
Addressee:
File Break: 04.06

Doc Type: MEMO




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

04: FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)

273536 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE PHASE 1 FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) DEVELOPMENT AND INTIAL
SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES REPORT

Author: JEFFREY A HAMEL WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 12/15/2006

Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 04.06

Doc Type: LETTER

10/1/2007
Page 16 of 24

# of Pages: 72

273535 REVIEW OF PHASE 2 FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS) DETAILED ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVE REPORT

Author: US EPA REGION 1 Doc Date: 03/01/2007

Addressee:
File Break: 04.06

Doc Type: MEMO

# of Pages: 4

273580 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION AND FEASIBILTY STUDY (RI/FS), VOLUME 5 OF 5, FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)

Author:  WOODARD & CURRAN Doc Date: 05/01/2007

Addressee:
File Break: 04.06
Doc Type: REPORT

REM INVEST/FS STUDY (RI/FS)

FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)

# of Pages: 414




273525 PROPOSED PLAN

AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

04: FEASIBILITY STUDY (FS)

10/1/2007
Page 17 of 24

Author:  US EPAREGION 1 Doc Date: 06/01/2007 # of Pages: 26

Addressee:
File Break: 04.09
Doc Type: PROPOSED PLAN
REPORT
05: RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

278200 RESPONSES TO NATIONAL REMEDY REVIEW BOARD (NRRB) RECOMMENDATIONS

Author: DON MCELROY US EPA REGION 1 Doc Date: 06/18/2007 #of Pages: 6
Addressee: pavID ECOOPER US EPA File Break: 05.03
Doc Type: MEMO
278203 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN

Author: ROBERT FOWLER TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF Doc Date: 07/10/2007 4 of Pages: 2
Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 05.03

Doc Type: LETTER




278214 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN

AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

05: RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

10/1/2007
Page 18 of 24

Author: DOUGLAS W SEARS TEWKSBURY (MA) RESIDENT Doc Date: 07/2412007 4 of Pages: 2
Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 05.03
Doc Type: LETTER
278215 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN
Author: ROBERT BRIGGS TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF - BOARD OF HEALTH Doc Date: 07/25/2007  #of Pages: 1
Addressee: PHILLIP FRENCH TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF - BOARD OF HEALTH File Break: 05.03
Ile break: .
CHRISTINE KINNON TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF - BOARD OF HEALTH
RALPH MCHATTON TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF - BOARD OF HEALTH
EDWARD SHEEHAN TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF - BOARD OF HEALTH
DON MCELROY US EPA REGION 1
Doc Type: LETTER
278217 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN
Author: JAMES R MICELI MA SENATE Doc Date: 07/26/2007 # of Pages: 2

Addressee: HoN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1

Doc Type: MEMO

File Break: 05.03




AR Collection: 11866

10/1/2007

ROD Admin. Record Page 19 of 24
AR Collection QA Report
***For External Use***
05: RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)
278201 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN
Author: RICH DOHERTY ENGINEERING & CONSULTING RESOURCES, INC Doc Date: 07/27/2007 # of Pages: 9
Addressee: TOXIC INC
File Break: 05.03
DON MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1
Doc Type: LETTER
278216 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN
Author: SCOTT DARLING Il MASSACHUSETTS BAY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY Doc Date: 07/27/2007 # of Pages: 5
Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 05.03
Doc Type: LETTER
278211 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN
Author: CHARLES HOLMES TEWKSBURY (MA) RESIDENT Doc Date: 07/28/2007 # of Pages: 1
Addressee:  poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 05.03

Doc Type: LETTER




AR Collection: 11866

10/1/2007

ROD Admin. Record Page 20 of 24
AR Collection QA Report
***For External Use***
05: RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)
278209 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN
Author: ROBERT C KIRSCH WILMER CUTLER PICKERING HALE & DORR Doc Date: 07/30/2007 # of Pages: 8
Addressee:  boN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 05.03
Doc Type: LETTER
278202 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN
Author: JAY NAPARSTEK MA DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION Doc Date: 07/31/2007 # of Pages: 2
Addressee: poN MCELROY  US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 05.03
Doc Type: LETTER
278221  RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)
Author:  US EPAREGION 1 Doc Date: 09/27/2007 # of Pages: 291
Addressee:
File Break: 05.04

Doc Type: RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)
DECISION DOCUMENT
REPORT




278210 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN

AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

05: RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)

10/1/2007
Page 21 of 24

Author: BILL CONNORS TEWKSBURY (MA) RESIDENT Doc Date: 01/01/9999 fof Pages: 1
Addressee:  poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1 i Break. 05.03
Doc Type: LETTER
278212 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN

Author: TIMOTHY SHEA TEWKSBURY (MA) RESIDENT Doc Date: 01/01/9999 fof Pages: 1
Addressee: poN MCELROY US EPA REGION 1 File Break: 05.03
Doc Type: LETTER
278213 COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN

Author: JAYNE MILLER TEWKSBURY (MA) RESIDENT Doc Date: 01/01/9999 #ofPages: 1

Addressee: PETER L MILLER IIl  TEWKSBURY (MA) RESIDENT

DON MCELROY US EPAREGION 1

Doc Type: LETTER

File Break: 05.03




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

13: COMMUNITY RELATIONS
275026 PUBLIC NOTICE - PROPOSED CLEANUP PLAN

Author: US EPA REGION 1
Addressee:

Doc Type: PRESS RELEASE
PUBLIC NOTICE

Doc Date: 06/15/2007

File Break: 13.03

10/1/2007
Page 22 of 24

# of Pages: 2

277698  TRANSCRIPT OF THE PUBLIC MEETING HELD JULY 18, 2007

Author: US EPA REGION 1
Addressee:

Doc Type: PUBLIC MEETING RECORD

Doc Date: 07/18/2007

File Break: 13.04

# of Pages: 14

14: CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
278204 CONCERNS OVER LACK OF LARGER PRP GROUP AND ACCESS TO SITE

Author: JEROME E SELISSEN TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF

Addressee:  EpywARD M KENNEDY  US SENATE

Doc Type: LETTER

Doc Date: 07/25/2007

File Break: 14.01

# of Pages: 2




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

14: CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS

278205 CONCERNS OVER LACK OF LARGER PRP GROUP AND ACCESS TO SITE

10/1/2007
Page 23 of 24

Author: JEROME E SELISSEN TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF Doc Date: 07/26/2007 # of Pages: 2
Addressee:
JOHN F KERRY US SENATE File Break: 14.01
Doc Type: LETTER
278206 CONCERNS OVER LACK OF LARGER PRP GROUP AND ACCESS TO SITE
Author: JEROME E SELISSEN TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF Doc Date: 07/26/2007 # of Pages: 2
Addressee:
BARRY R FINEGOLD MA HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES File Break: 14.01
Doc Type: LETTER
278207 CONCERNS OVER LACK OF LARGER PRP GROUP AND ACCESS TO SITE
Author: JEROME E SELISSEN TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF Doc Date: 07/26/2007 # of Pages: 2

Addressee:  jAMES R MICELI MA SENATE

Doc Type: LETTER

File Break: 14.01




AR Collection: 11866
ROD Admin. Record

AR Collection QA Report
***Eor External Use***

14: CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS
278208 CONCERNS OVER LACK OF LARGER PRP GROUP AND ACCESS TO SITE

Author: JEROME E SELISSEN TEWKSBURY (MA) TOWN OF Doc Date: 07/26/2007

Addressee: g sAN TUCKER MA SENATE File Break: 14.01

Doc Type: LETTER

# of Pages: 2

10/1/2007
Page 24 of 24

Number of Documents in Collection: 81



EPA Region 1 AR Compendium GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

EPA guidance documents may be reviewed at the EPA Region | Superfund Records Center in
Boston, Massachusetts.

TITLE
INTERIM FINAL GUIDANCE FOR CONDUCTING REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS AND FEASIBILITY STUDIES UNDER CERCLA.

DOCDATE OSWER/EPA ID DOCNUMBER
10/1/1988 OSWER #9355.3-01 2002
TITLE

RISK ASSESSMENT GUIDANCE FOR SUPERFUND, VOLUME II, ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION MANUAL

DOCDATE OSWER/EPA ID DOCNUMBER
3/1/1989 EPA/540/1-89/001 5024
TITLE

RISK ASSESSMENT GUIDANCE FOR SUPERFUND. VOLUME |. HUMAN HEALTH EVALUATION MANUAL (PART A). INTERIM FINAL.

DOCDATE OSWER/EPA ID DOCNUMBER
12/1/1989 EPA 540/1-89/002 C174
TITLE

STREAMLINING THE RI/FS FOR CERCLA MUNICIPAL LANDFILL SITES.

DOCDATE OSWER/EPA ID DOCNUMBER
9/1/1990 OSWER 9355.3-11FS C176
TITLE

CONDUCTING REMEDIAL INVESTIGATIONS/FEASIBILITY STUDIES FOR CERCLA MUNICIPAL LANDFILL SITES.

DOCDATE OSWER/EPA ID DOCNUMBER
2/1/1991 OSWER 9355.3-11 C177
TITLE

ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF HAZARDOUS WASTE SITES: A FIELD AND LABORATORY REFERENCE.

DOCDATE OSWER/EPA ID DOCNUMBER
3/1/1989 EPA 600/3-89/013 C251
TITLE

ECO UPDATE. ECOTOX THRESHOLDS. INTERMITTENT BULLETIN VOLUME 3, NUMBER 2

DOCDATE OSWER/EPA ID DOCNUMBER
1/1/1996 OSWER 9345.0-12FSI  C269
TITLE

LAND USE IN THE CERCLA REMEDY SELECTION PROCESS

DOCDATE OSWER/EPA ID DOCNUMBER
1/1/1995 OSWER 9355.7-04 C317
TITLE

EXPOSURE FACTORS HANDBOOK; GENERAL FACTORS, VOLUME |

DOCDATE OSWER/EPA ID DOCNUMBER
8/1/1997 EPA 600/P-95/002FA C356
TITLE
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